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IN THE JOURNALS OF THE AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL
ASSOCIATION FROM 1963 THROUGH 1977
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
The past two decades have witnessed a tremendous 
growth in scientific research and the publication of re­
search findings. Areas of investigation represented by a 
few dozen references in the 1940s or 1950s now encompass 
hundreds or even thousands of studies (Glass, 1977), yet 
all indications suggest that, not only will the trend con­
tinue, more than likely it will accelerate. Many research­
ers have, for some time, found it difficult to keep up with 
current developments, and have, as noted by Glass and Nor- 
ward (1958) more than twenty years ago, tended to rely upon 
chance and hearsay to learn of work pertinent to their own 
research interests, but the problem, unfortunately, was 
sure to worsen, as it has been predicted that researchers 
of the year 2000 will need to read four times as many 
papers as today simply to maintain current coverage pro­
portions (Kulik, Kulik, and Cohen, 1979).
1
2One potential solution to this problem, first pro­
posed by Glass (1976), was the integration of large collec­
tions of related research findings by means of what Glass 
has termed the meta-analysis of research. In challenging 
his readers with Eliot’s question, "Where is the knowledge 
we have lost in information?". Glass called for a reorder­
ing of priorities in educational research, with a view 
toward concentrating more scholarly effort on the problem 
of finding the knowledge that lies untapped in the ever­
growing mountain of individual research studies.
Methods of integration advocated by Glass stand out 
in sharp contrast to those of the traditional narrative re­
view of research: According to Glass,
A common method of integrating several studies with 
conflicting findings is to carp on the design or analy­
sis deficiencies of all but a few studies— those re­
maining frequently being one's own work or that of 
one's students or friends— and then advance the one or 
two "acceptable" studies as the truth of the matter 
(Glass, 1976, p. 4).
Methods of integration used in meta-analysis, by contrast,
consisted of "the same statistical methods applied in
primary data analysis" (Glass, 1976, p. 6).
While Glass’s work was seminal to the field of meta­
analysis research two limitations of his methods may be 
identified. The first had to do with the boundaries of 
meta-analysis, or rather, the population of research topics 
considered appropriate to meta-analytic study. While Glass 
(1977) argued against the position that only studies which
3were the same in certain respects could be aggregated, his 
own meta-analytic research efforts, and those of all to date 
who have followed his lead, have been confined to analyses 
of collections of studies which were homogeneous with re­
spect to the major variables investigated. Thus, White 
(1976), in the very first meta-analysis, investigated, 
through an analysis of 636 correlational findings, the re­
lationship between socioeconomic level and academic achieve­
ment; Smith and Glass (1977) investigated the "effect size" 
of 400 studies of the effects of psychotherapy; and Kulik, 
Kulik, and Cohen (1979) examined the findings of 75 studies 
concerning the effects of Keller's Personalized System of 
Instruction on academic performance, course completions, 
course ratings, and student study time. While there is no 
dearth, at this point in time, of collections of homogene­
ous studies to be analyzed, the meta-analysis concept would 
seem to lend itself to wider applications, i.e., to collec­
tions of studies more heterogeneous with respect to vari­
ables investigated, as suggested by some of the efforts 
that have been undertaken in the field of program evalua­
tion in recent years (Cook and Cruder, 1978).
The second limitation of Glass's approach was con­
cerned with the relative weight assigned to the findings 
of studies varying with respect to sampling, data-collection, 
design, and analysis considerations. Here, Glass warned 
against taking design and analysis too seriously, pointing
4out that "a study with a half-dozen design and analysis 
flaws may still be valid" (Glass, 1976, p. 4). He advocated 
including in meta-analysis all studies which meet very 
basic, minimal design and analysis standards, and assigning 
equal weight to the findings of all studies included, noting 
that his own past experience had led him to question 
"whether well-designed and poorly-designed experiments give 
very different findings" (p. 4), In his previously-cited 
1977 article. Glass continued to develop a rather compell­
ing argument for the inclusion of flawed studies in the 
meta-analysis, pointing out that a set of consistent find­
ings from a group of weak studies could still add up to a 
strong conclusion, i.e., if the locus of deficiencies varied 
across studies, an appeal to parsimony would favor the 
simple explanation of validity of findings rather than the 
multiple competing explanations necessary to account for 
such a set of consistently spurious findings.
Glass's point was well taken, since potentially 
valuable information could be obtained from even flawed re­
search studies. It was the present investigator's opinion, 
however, that Glass had taken this one step too far, since 
little to no confidence could be placed in the findings of 
a seriously flawed study, and these must not be permitted 
to obscure, or reverse, the direction of the results of 
much more adequate efforts. Mansfield and Busse addressed 
this issue in their "rejoinder to Glass" (1977), noting
5that their experience in suiranarizing the research on cre­
ativity indicated to them that well-designed and poorly- 
designed studies do tend to yield quite different results 
at times:
. . . well-designed studies are less likely to yield 
significant training effects than smaller, poorly 
designed ones . . . (for), poorly designed studies are 
likely to yield spurious findings precisely because 
these studies are poorly designed, (p. 3)
Mansfield and Busse went on to indicate a potential bias 
effect resulting from the publication rates of large well- 
designed studies and small, poorly-designed ones, pointing 
out that the larger, better-designed studies were likely to 
be published whether predicted relationships were borne out 
or not, while the smaller, more poorly-designed studies were 
likely to be published only if they obtained significant 
findings. The result of this bias, of course, would be to 
spuriously enhance the treatment effects investigated.
They also indicated that they found fault with Glass's com­
puting average effect size across studies, as this assumed 
too much comparability across investigations.
Glass's approach also stood in opposition to much 
recent research on the adequacy across situations of differ­
ent techniques for statistical analysis, such as the studies 
concerning multiple comparison techniques conducted by 
Field and Armenakis (1974), Hopkins and Chadbourne (1967) 
and Petrinovich and Hardyck (1969). These studies have 
consistently indicated the likelihood of erroneous conclu-
6sions due to misuse of various statistical techniques, yet 
Glass's approach would, presumably, include on an equal 
footing even those studies whose methods of statistical 
analysis were such as to virtually guarantee a certain num­
ber of significant findings in the absence of any effect 
whatsoever.
While one may take exception to the specifics of 
Glass's method, however, the concept of and the possibili­
ties for meta-analysis were considered robust, and the needs 
indisputable, at least, insofar as the social sciences, 
particularly psychology and education, were concerned, for 
it was in these areas that research was expanding at its 
most rapid rate, and in these areas, too, where the defini­
tive experiment was most elusive, and the conflicting find­
ings most in evidence. The problem was not that reviews 
in these areas had not been undertaken, for they had been; 
there were several psychology and education journals, in 
fact, that published nothing but reviews. The problem was 
that the traditional narrative review was not equal to the 
task of organizing, analyzing, and synthesizing such vast 
bodies of information as had now accumulated. More objec­
tive, systematic methods were needed, and, at the present 
point in time, meta-analytic approaches appeared the most 
promising.
The research literature on internal-external control 
of reinforcement, more widely known as internal-external
7locus of control, was an example of a rapidly expanding 
research area in need of such systematic review and analysis. 
The theoretical construct of internal-external control was 
derived from Rotter's social learning theory (Rotter, 1954).
Rotter's Social Learning Theory
Social learning theory was concerned with how choices 
were made by individuals from among the range of potential 
behaviors available to them. An interaction between the 
individual and the environment was assumed, but, on the 
person side of the interaction, dispositional factors de­
rived from the individual's experiences in the social envi­
ronment were considered much more important than biological 
factors, though the dispositional factors were seen as 
being originally derived from "the learned consequences of 
biological or other built-in reinforcements" (Phares, 1975, 
p. 15). With respect to the environment side of the inter­
action, subjective interpretations of the significance of 
stimuli were considered much more important than the objec­
tive properties of the stimuli; the individual responded 
subjectively to his environment on the basis of his speci­
fic learning history and experiences. In essence, then, 
at this most general level, it was an interaction between 
the dispositions of the individual and specific situational 
cues in the environment that was proposed. The disposi­
tional factors were assumed to dominate in ambiguously-
8structured situations, the situational ones to dominate in 
clearly-structured situations.
It was also assumed by social learning theory that 
the personality exerts an organizing and unifying influence 
upon the individual's experiences. The impact and signifi­
cance of a new experience in a given situation was, in large 
part, determined by the nature of the accumulation of pre­
vious experiences in that situation, though allowance was 
made for change through the impact of reasonably strong, 
repeated, divergent experience. In like manner, novel ex­
periences were influenced by accumulations of related or 
similar experiences.
Behavior was considered to be goal-directed; indi­
viduals strived to obtain or to avoid certain objects or 
situations in their environment. The reinforcement value 
of the objects or situations in the environment may be de­
termined by the empirical law of effect— an object or situ­
ation was considered to have positive reinforcement value 
if the behavior of the individual was directed toward at­
tainment of the object or involvement in the situation; an 
object or situation was considered to have negative rein­
forcement value if the behavior of the individual was 
oriented toward the avoidance of the object or situation.
Finally, it was further assumed that "the occur­
rence of a behavior of an individual is determined not only 
by the nature or importance of goals or reinforcements.
9but also by the person's anticipation or expectancy that 
these goals will occur" (Rotter, 1954, p. 102). Reinforce­
ment alone did not adequately explain behavior. For a cer­
tain behavior to occur in a given situation, the individual 
must have an expectancy that the behavior will, indeed, 
result in the attainment of the goal he was working toward. 
Such expectancies were built up through previous experiences 
with the given behavior in various situations: successful
past experience with the behavior in a given situation led 
to the expectancy that it would probably work again in that 
same situation in the future; unsuccessful experience would 
reduce the expectancy that the behavior would lead to the 
attainment of the goal, in the situation in question, at 
least.
To determine which behavior had the strongest poten­
tial for occurrence in a given situation, the individual's 
expectancy, the reinforcement value of the object or situa­
tion in the environment, and the psychological situation, 
or the meaningfulness or relevance of the object or situa­
tion, must all be taken into consideration. Rotter had pre­
sented a formula for this, which had been expressed in the 
following terms :
®^X,S^,Ra ^ ^^^X,R^,S^,  ^^^a,s^^
The formula is read as follows: the potential for behavior
X to occur in situation one in relation to reinforcement a
10
is a function of both the expectancy that reinforcement a 
will occur subsequent to behavior X in situation one, and 
of the value of reinforcement a in situation one.
A second class of expectancies, similar to learning 
sets or higher-level learning skills may also be identified. 
These were what Rotter has called generalized expectancies. 
Generalized expectancies developed from a generalization of 
experiences from the situation with which they were origi­
nally associated to a set of other, related or similar 
situations. These were considered capable of producing 
effects quite independent of the actual reinforcement in­
volved in a situation, but interacted with situation-specific 
expectancies to produce the overall expectancy expressed in 
the previous formula. Rotter had presented a formula for 
the overall expectancy for a given situation 1, too, and it 
had been expressed in the following terms (an subscript 
had been substituted for the previous X subscript, as here 
we were concerned only with the expectancy, not behavior X);
f(E' & GE_ & GE„^ & GE  ^ ... & GE„„ )
^  _ r ps^ PSg PSn
Eg - ----------------------------------------------
1 f(N„ )
^1
The formula is read as follows: a given expectancy in
situation one is a function of the specific expectancy that 
a given reinforcement will occur based upon previous ex­
perience in the same situation (E'), experiences generalized 
from other related situations (GE^), and a variety of
11
problem-solving generalized expectancies (GE ... GE ,psi ps^
generalized expectancies oriented toward the solution of 
certain classes of problems) , divided by some function of 
the number of experiences the individual has had with the 
specific situation.
One important example of these generalized expectan­
cies was the individual's locus of control orientation, his 
perception of the extent to which he, or various external 
forces, control the reinforcements potentially available to 
him. As may be seen by reference to the above formulae, 
locus of control was only one of a complex of factors that 
interact to produce a given behavior in a given situation.
Locus of Control Measurement and Previous Efforts to Inte­
grate Samples of the Locus of Control Literature
The first crude attempt to operationalize and quan­
tify the internal-external locus of control construct was 
made by Phares (1955), but it was James (1957) who, building 
upon the earlier work of Phares, developed the first locus 
of control scale of modern configuration. Since that time 
a number of other scales had been developed to measure this 
construct, but the scale that had received the widest appli­
cation was one developed by the originator of the construct. 
Rotter himself. Prociuk and Lussier (1975) reported, for 
example, that the Rotter I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966) had been 
employed in 69% of the studies included in their content
12
analysis and bibliography of 1973-1974 locus of control 
studies. Despite this popularity, there had been increas­
ing criticism of the Rotter Scale in recent years, with some 
researchers claiming it was a multi-dimensional instrument 
(Abrahamson, Schulderman, and Schulderman, 1973; Collins, 
1974; Gurin, Gurin, Lao, and Beattie, 1969; Schneider and 
Parsons, 1970), and that scores on the inappropriate fac­
tors would wash out or spuriously enhance effects tapped by 
the appropriate factor for a given application. Others 
claimed that it was too general for certain applications, 
and that other, application-specific locus of control scales 
should be developed, and used in its place (Rohsenow and 
O'Leary, 1978; Walker, Nast, Chaney, and O'Leary, 1979; 
Wallston, Wallston, Kaplan, and Maides, 1976).
As more sophisticated measuring instruments became 
available, and awareness of the activity in this research 
area increased, the yearly production of locus of control 
studies accelerated dramatically. Thornhill, Thornhill, 
and Youngman (1975) for example, identified over 1200 locus 
of control references for the period 1954 through 1974. 
Preliminary investigation by the present researcher indi­
cated that a minimum of an additional 1000 locus of control 
references had accumulated since 1974, for a total of some 
2200 studies. A number of attempts had been made to orga­
nize, analyze, and synthesize this vast body of data, e.g., 
four bibliographies (MacDonald, 1972; MacDonald and Davis,
13
1974; Thornhill, Thornhill, and Youngman, 1975; Throop and 
MacDonald, 1971), one content analysis and bibliography 
(Prociuk and Lussier, 1975), and seven reviews (Joe, 1971; 
Lefcourt, 1966, 1972; Phares, 1973, 1975; Rotter, 1966,
1975) had been published across the past 15 years. Few of 
these efforts could be accurately described as comprehen­
sive, however, even with respect to their announced temporal 
and other limitations, and none could be accurately de­
scribed as systematic analyses of the literature, for the 
reviews primarily took the form of narrative descriptions 
and summaries of findings, with little attempt made to ob­
jectively evaluate the quality of the studies reviewed or 
to assess the implications of differential quality for the 
conclusions that were drawn. None of the authors who re­
viewed the studies attempted a statistical analysis of find­
ings.
Particularly salient as a limitation of previous 
efforts at integration in this area of research was the 
lack of attention given to the quality of study variable, 
especially with respect to design and statistical analysis 
considerations, and considerations regarding internal va­
lidity. That these considerations were important to the 
interpretation of ^he findings of any study, there can be 
little doubt, e.g., Campbell and Stanley (1963) described 
internal validity as "the sine qua non . . . the basic 
minimum without which any experiment is uninterpretable"
14
(p. 5). Appropriate use of statistical analysis techniques 
was also considered extremely important, crucial, in fact, 
to the level of confidence that could be placed in any given 
set of findings. Field and Armenakis (1974) pointed out 
that the use of multiple tests of significance may result, 
in and of itself, in quite inappropriate conclusions being 
reached, for, as the number of independent statistical tests 
increases, the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis, 
the hypothesis of no difference between groups, increases
If
also— by the formula of 1 - (1 - cx) , where a = the level of 
significance and k = the number of significance tests con­
ducted. Thus, the more tests of significance conducted, 
the more likely it would be that one or more findings would 
attain significance due to the operation of chance factors 
alone. That the present study was not merely setting up 
straw men for the sake of argument may be demonstrated 
through a casual inspection of Phares (1975), generally 
considered the most thorough and comprehensive of the vari­
ous locus of control reviews. Following is a passage from 
Locus of Control in Personality (Phares, 1975, pp. 68-69):
We have discussed at length the relatively greater 
control that internals exert over their environment. 
Perhaps related to internals' feelings that they can 
control the environment is the feeling that they can 
control themselves. For example. Straits and Sechrest 
(1963) noted that non-smokers were significantly more 
internal than smokers. James, Woodruff, and Werner 
(1965) replicated the finding of Straits and Sechrest.
In addition, they noted that in the case of male 
smokers, those who, following the Surgeon General's 
Report on the Hazards of Smoking, quit smoking and
15
did not return within a given period of time were more 
internal than those who believed the report but did 
not quit smoking. For females, the result was not 
significant. It should be noted, however, that 
Lichtenstein and Keutzer (1967) could not corroborate 
these relationships between locus of control and 
smoking.
It should also be noted, but it was not, that James, Wood­
ruff and Werner (1965) calculated 8 t tests, all at a =
.05, in pursuit of their findings, and that Straits and 
Sechrest (1963) calculated 14 t tests, all at a = .05 
in pursuit of theirs. Applying the Field and Armenakis 
(1974) formula— a well accepted formula, by the way; Kirk 
(1968) presented his own version of it in his book Experi­
mental Design; Procedures for the Behavioral Sciences— to 
the James, et al. and the Straits and Sechrest data revealed 
that there was, in the case of the former, not a .05 prob­
ability of obtaining at least one significant finding due 
to the operation of chance factors alone, but a probability 
potentiality as high as .337 of doing so. In the case of 
the latter, rather than a .05 probability once again, there 
was, in fact, a probability potentially as high as .512.
In other words, instead of there being, in each case, a 1 
in 20 chance of one of the alternative hypotheses being 
confirmed due to the operation of chance factors alone, 
there was, potentially, in the one case, 1 chance in 3 of 
such an even occurring, in the other, 1 chance in 2. It 
was considered significant also that the findings in ques-
16
tion here were not confirmed in the subsequent study by 
Lichtenstein and Keutzer (1967).
Statement of the Problem
The limitations and deficiencies reviewed above 
suggested a need for further analysis of this body of lit­
erature. The present study was designed both to fill a 
need for a comprehensive, systematic review which would take 
into account the variable quality of the studies published 
in the locus of control research area, and to explore pos­
sibilities for the statistical analysis of a collection of 
studies which were heterogeneous with respect to variables 
measured.
The present study proposed to review the locus of 
control literature from 1957 through 1977 in a systematic 
manner which would take into account the variability in the 
quality of published research studies, and to conduct a 
statistical analysis of the findings. It was not consid­
ered necessary to provide coverage prior to the 1957 James 
Study, as the locus of control variable was not fully op­
erationalized until that time, and the present investiga­
tion was concerned only with quantitative data relating to 
this construct. In addition to the above, the study also 
attempted to:
1. Investigate the construct validity of the locus 
of control construct through an examination of findings
17
within the context of sources-of-derivation-of-hypotheses 
categories, in addition to the overall analysis.
2. Investigate possible differentials related to 
locus of control measurement procedures through an examina­
tion of findings within the context of measurement-scale- 
selected categories.
3. Investigate possible differentials related to 
design of study through an examination of findings within 
the context of general-design-of-study categories.
4. Investigate possible differentials related to 
criteria for locus of control group-assignment through an 
examination of findings within the context of internal- 
versus-external-determination categories.
Definition of Terms
1. Content analysis— a systematic, objective method 
of grouping and analyzing communications and communication 
content to obtain measures of variables.
2. Content categories— exhaustive, mutually- 
exclusive compartments into which material is grouped for 
content analysis.
3. External locus of control— external control 
refers to the perception that the occurrence of an event, 
positive or negative, is unrelated to one's own actions, 
and is thus beyond personal control.
4. Internal locus of control— internal control
18
refers to the perception that the occurrence of an event, 
positive or negative, is a consequence of one's own actions, 
and is thus under personal control.
5. Meta-analysis— the analysis of analyses, or, 
the analysis of the results of a large collection of re­
search studies for the purpose of synthesizing and inte­
grating the findings.
CHAPTER II 
METHOD
Sample
Since a systematic review of over 2200 locus of 
control studies was beyond the resources of the present in­
vestigation, analysis was confined to a sample of the popu­
lation of locus of control studies. Since the journals of 
the American Psychological Association provided a broader 
coverage of the various areas and specialties of psychology 
than those of any other publisher, and since two of the APA 
journals, the Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 
and the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, pub­
lished rather sizable proportions of the locus of control 
studies published in journals— only Psychological Reports 
published more locus of control studies in 1973-1974, for 
example (Prociuk and Lussier, 1975), than these two— it was 
decided that all locus of control studies reported in the 
journals of the American Psychological Association from 
1957 (subsequent, that is, to the 1957 James study) through 
1977, which met the following set of specific criteria, 
would be included in the present investigation. The speci­
fic criteria for inclusion in the sample were:
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1. Journal articles in which studies were reported 
must be greater than one page in length. The reason for 
this criterion was that it was felt a one-page report would 
not be able to provide enough information for a reasonably 
adequate rating of the study to be obtained.
2. Studies must obtain a measure of locus of con­
trol per se, or of internal versus external orientation.
As noted in the Purpose of the Study section, the present 
investigation was concerned only with quantitative data re­
lating to this construct.
3. Studies must test hypotheses, and at least one 
of these must be concerned with a locus of control issue. 
There were two reasons for this criterion. The first had 
to do, once again, with the purpose of the study. One of 
the purposes of the present investigation was to bring 
further, hopefully more objective, evidence to bear on the 
construct validity of the locus of control construct. One 
of the better ways to accomplish this, it was felt, was to 
examine proportions of positive-versus-negative findings 
from studies whose hypotheses were testing relationships 
derived from social-learning-theory-predictions regarding 
locus of control. The second reason had to do with sheer 
practicality; limiting the sample to studies testing hy­
potheses, and limiting findings examined to those relating 
to hypotheses concerned with a locus of control issue, both 
made a formidable undertaking a bit more manageable, and
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provided for more objective standards for inclusion of 
findings for analysis.
The final sample consisted of 150 studies taken from 
137 APA journal articles. A complete list of the articles, 
arranged alphabetically, with numerical-alphabetical ref­
erence codings, is provided in Appendix A. The codings from 
this list will be used to identify the studies in all sub­
sequent tables.
Selection of Studies. Locus of control studies ap­
pearing in APA journals from 1971 through 1977 were located 
by a search of the indexes of Volumes 46 (July-December, 
1971) through 61 (January-June, 1979) of Psychological 
Abstracts. Studies appearing in APA journals from 1957 
through 1970 were located by a search of the bibliographies 
developed by Thornhill, Thornhill, and Youngman (1975), 
which covered the period 1954 through 1974, and Throop and 
MacDonald (1971), which covered the period 1954 through 
1969, and by inspection of the references of the reviews by 
Lefcourt (1966) and by Rotter (1966). Both of these re­
views and the Throop and MacDonald bibliography have been 
considered as being quite comprehensive (Joe, 1971; Thorn­
hill, Thornhill, and Youngman, 1975). It was hoped that 
by this combination of searches all, or nearly all, of the 
studies would be isolated.
Inspection of the bibliographies and the references 
of the two reviews resulted in the location of 336 articles
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concerning locus of control which appeared in the various 
APA journals during the period of interest. Of these, 48 
were located through the Lefcourt, Rotter, and Throop and 
MacDonald searches, 131 were located through the Thornhill, 
Thornhill, and Youngman search, and 157 were located through 
the Psychological Abstracts search. Many of the articles 
were revealed in more than one search; they were credited 
above to the search in which they first appeared.
A number of the articles located were brief reports, 
articles too short to provide sufficient data for an ade­
quate evaluation. Addresses of the authors of the articles 
were obtained from a search of the 1978 Directory of the 
APA and the 1979 APA Membership Register, and 46 requests 
for extended reports were sent out. Responses were received 
from 43 of these, for a 93.8% rate of return. Of these,
21 articles were rejected, either because the studies re­
ported in them did not meet all requirements for inclusion 
in the sample, or because the researchers contacted indi­
cated that extended reports were no longer available. Four 
articles were rejected because the extended reports on them 
did not arrive until after the cut-off date (because of 
time-frame requirements, only eight weeks could be allowed 
for the extended reports to arrive). Of the studies de­
scribed in extended reports which did arrive before the 
eight-week cutoff, 18 met all sample criteria and thus were 
included in the present study. Of the total 336 articles.
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137 reported studies which met all criteria for inclusion 
in the sample; a total of 150 studies were reported in the 
sample articles.
Rating Form
Assessment of levels of quality for the various 
studies in the sample required the location or development 
of an appropriate rating scale. Several article - rating 
scales and sets of research evaluation criteria, to include 
the manuscript rating forms utilized by AERA and APA re­
viewers, were examined, but Wandt's Form for the Evaluation 
of an Article, presented in the Handbook in Research and 
Evaluation (Isaac and Michael, 1971, p. 156) was considered 
the most appropriate and comprehensive for the present pur­
poses, therefore it was selected as the basis for the 
study's rating scale.
Wandt's form was developed for the evaluation of an 
article, not a study per se, and did not address all areas 
deemed important, by the present researcher, to the evalua­
tion of a study. Accordingly, further review of evaluation 
criteria sources was undertaken. Included in this review 
were Galfo's Criteria for Evaluating Research Studies (Galfo, 
1975, pp. 241-248)., and sections in Understanding Educa­
tional Research (Van Dalen, 1973, pp. 409-419) and Research 
Methods in Education (Wiersma, 1969, pp. 323-329), titled, 
respectively, "Evaluation and Publication of Research" and
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"Meaningful Reading and Critical Analysis (of Research 
Articles)," among other sources.
Based upon Wandt's Form for the Evaluation of an 
Article, and a review of the aforementioned evaluation cri­
teria sources, a 16-item Quality of Study Rating Form was 
developed. Items 11, 12, and 13 of the Quality of Study 
Rating Form were borrowed directly from Wandt's form (see 
Appendix B for both the Quality of Study Rating Form and 
the Form for the Evaluation of an Article) ; Items 7, 10, 14, 
and 15 are only slight rewordings or modifications of Wandt's 
Items 14, 9, 22, and 25, respectively. Items 1 and 4 are 
rewordings of criteria presented, respectively, in Wiersma 
(1969, p. 324) and Galfo (1975, p. 244). The remaining 
seven items were more generally derived from the aforemen­
tioned review.
The Quality of Study Rating Form was originally in­
tended to be used without specific scoring criteria, as is 
the case with Wandt's instrument, but the low reliabilities 
obtained during a pilot evaluation of the form necessitated 
the development of specific scoring criteria arranged on a 
5-point rating scale for each of the 16 items of the form. 
Though point-by-point specific scoring criteria were added, 
Wandt's descriptors for the five levels of quality were re­
tained. Descriptors for ratings of 5 on down to 2 were in­
corporated without change; the descriptor for a rating of 1 
was changed from "Totally Incompetent" to "Totally Unaccept­
able."
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Scoring criteria for Item 6 were derived from a 
review of Kerlinger's "Designs of Research" section in his 
book Foundations of Behavioral Research (Kerlinger, 1973, 
pp. 299-423). The ordering of the criteria was based upon 
Kerlinger's statement, "In short, a perfectly conducted ex­
perimental research, which yields information that A is re­
lated to B, is more trustworthy than a perfectly conducted 
ex post facto research" (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 316). Scoring 
criteria for Item 9 were based upon a review of Anastasi's 
chapter on reliability in her book Psychological Testing 
(Anastasi, 1968, pp. 71-98), and upon observation of claims 
regarding levels of reliability commonly presented in re­
search articles. Scoring criteria for Item 11 were derived 
from a review of Campbell and Stanley (1963); ordering of 
the criteria was based, too, upon Campbell and Stanley, and 
also, as above, upon Kerlinger's statement comparing experi­
mental and ex post facto research. Scoring criteria for 
Item 12 were based upon reviews of Field and Armenakis
(1974), Guilford (1965), Hopkins and Chadbourn (1967) , Kirk 
(1968), and Petrinovich and Hardyck (1969). Scoring cri­
teria for the remaining items were developed through 
application of a graduation of wording procedure designed 
to enhance discrimination of levels through change in 
criteria-wording and verbal qualifiers utilized, alone.
While no specific rules were developed for this procedure, 
it can, perhaps, be illustrated through the presentation
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of one of the scale items and the criteria associated with 
it. Item 7/ with associated scoring criteria, follows:
7. Data-gathering methods or procedures are appro­
priate for testing the hypotheses of the study.
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Ratings 
for Item 7:
5 The methods or procedures selected appear ideally suited 
for obtaining the data needed.
4 The methods or procedures selected may not be the best 
available, but they can do a good job of obtaining the data 
needed.
3 The methods or procedures selected are adequate, nothing 
more.
2 It is questionable whether the data needed can be ob­
tained through the methods or procedures selected.
1 The data needed cannot be obtained through the methods 
or procedures selected.
To provide some evidence that the researcher's 
ordering of the criteria had not been an arbitrary or idio­
syncratic matter, and to obtain data regarding the effec­
tiveness and legitimacy of the graduation of wording 
procedure, scoring criteria for each item were randomly 
ordered— through utilization of Snedecor's random numbers 
table, presented in Wyatt and Bridges (1967)— and submitted 
to three psychologists for rank-ordering. There was, of 
course, no indication provided as to the order the
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researcher had assigned to the various criteria. Instruc­
tions provided to the rankers follow:
A 16-item Quality of Study Rating Scale is cur­
rently under development. This instrument attempts 
to assess, in a reasonably objective manner, a 
study's status with respect to major development, 
design, data-collection, analysis, and presentation 
variables, measured across a 5-point scale. Scor­
ing criteria have been developed for each point of 
the scale for each individual item. For purposes 
of obtaining a measure of agreement regarding a 
proposed rank-ordering of the scoring criteria, 
scoring criteria are presented herein in a random 
order following the item to which they pertain. 
Please read each item and the five criteria follow­
ing it, and record in the blank immediately to the 
left of each criteria, the rank, from 1 to 5, which 
indicates, in your best judgement, its proper place 
in the 5-point order. Each rank may be used only 
once per item. Verbal descriptors associated with 
the five ranks follow:
Level of Quality Description
5 Excellent
4 Good
3 Mediocre
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2 Poor
1 Totally Unacceptable
Included also, herein, is a brief discussion of the 
Campbell and Stanley (1963) threats to internal and 
external validity.
Analysis of the results of these rankings, by means 
of Kendall’s coefficient of concordance, W, a measure of the 
degree of agreement or association between rankings (Ker­
linger, 1973, pp. 292-295), resulted in a coefficient of 
.949 (see Table A, Appendix C, for rankings of criteria for 
each ranker). The two most experienced rankers disagreed 
with the researcher's rankings of the criteria for a 3-rating 
and a 2-rating on Item 9, reversing the 3-2 order, in each 
case, on the item. It was decided to yield to their judge­
ment in this matter, and the researcher's order was modi­
fied, for this item only, to agree with theirs. Further 
refinement of the scale, undertaken to enhance clarity and 
improve coverage of scoring situations, resulted in changes 
of wording for some criteria. Items effected by these were 
re-submitted to the above procedure, resulting in a coef­
ficient of concordance of .97 for the eight items involved 
(see Table B, Appendix C for rankings of criteria for each 
ranker).
During the pilot evaluation of the rating form, the 
mean of the ratings assigned to the various items was
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utilized as a summary measure of overall quality of study.
It was found, however, that this procedure resulted in a 
rather restricted range of overall ratings, from approxi­
mately 2 to 4, from a potential range of 1 to 5; therefore 
it was decided to develop specific criteria for assignment 
of overall ratings, so that the overall rating could range 
across the entire 5-point scale too, rather than across only 
three of its points. To facilitate discriminations between 
levels, a distinction was drawn between critical and non- 
critical items. A critical item was defined as one for 
which a low score, a rating of 1 or 2, would call into ques­
tion the findings of the study. Items identified as criti­
cal were Items 1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, and 12. The scoring 
criterion for assignment of an overall 5 required, at the 
minimum, that ratings assigned to the more objective criti­
cal items (Items 6, 9, and 11) be nothing but 5s, while 
ratings down to 3 were permitted for the more subjective 
critical items. The scoring criterion for an overall 4 
required, essentially, that the study received a preponder­
ance of 4- and 5-ratings. Overall 3s were reserved for 
studies which received more ratings of 3 and below than 
they did of 4 and above, and for those which received a 
2-rating, a "poor," on a critical item (and for which, thus, 
was introduced some question regarding the validity of the 
study's findings). Studies which received more than one 
2-rating on a critical item were assigned an overall 2 by
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the scoring criteria for the overall rating, and studies 
which received a 1-rating on any critical item were to be 
assigned an overall 1. See Appendix D for item-by-item and 
overall scoring criteria for the Quality of Study Rating 
Form.
The Quality of Study Rating Form was then subjected 
to an evaluation procedure designed to assess the relia­
bility of the overall quality of study ratings. A relia­
bility sample of 25 articles, representing 27 studies, was 
randomly selected, through utilization, once again, of 
Snedecor's random numbers table, from the sample of 137 
articles included in the present investigation. These 25 
articles, along with a copy of the rating form and scoring 
criteria (referred to as a scoring booklet), were given to 
a second set of three psychologists, who were asked to 
rate each of the 27 studies reported in the articles. In­
structions provided the raters follow:
Record the title of the article in which the study 
to be rated appears, and the name of the researchers 
who conducted the study, in the spaces provided 
at the top left of the Quality of Study Rating Form 
blank. Rate each study on a scale from 1 to 5 
(see 5-point rating scale, below), with respect to 
how well it meets the criteria pertaining to the 
16 items included in the Quality of Study Rating 
Form. A brief scoring booklet has been included
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with the present materials.' The soaring booklet 
presents point-by-point instructions for the assign­
ment of ratings on each of the 16 items included in 
the form. You should become thoroughly familiar 
with it before attempting any ratings. The 5-point 
rating scale follows;
Level of Quality Description
5 Excellent
4 Good
3 Mediocre
2 Poor
1 Totally Unacceptable
Note: Where more than one study is reported in an
article, rate each study in the article separately, 
record the ratings on separate rating form blanks, 
and identify the study by recording, in the upper 
right-hand corner of the rating form blank, the 
number by which it had been designated in the ar­
ticle in which it appeared.
Analysis of the overall ratings assigned to the 27 
studies in the reliability sample, by means of the relia­
bility coefficient r^^, utilized by Wandt (1967) in his 
reliability procedure for his Form for the Evaluation of an 
Article, and presented in Lindquist (1953, pp. 357-362), 
resulted in a reliability coefficient of .732 (see Table C, 
Appendix C, for ratings assigned by each rater).
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Content Categories
Prociuk and Lussier developed a set of 17 content 
categories for their content analysis of 1973-1974 locus of 
control studies. As Prociuk and Lussier did not, however, 
develop explicit criteria for assignment of articles to 
categories (Prociuk, 1979), it was necessary for the present 
researcher to develop his own. Criteria for assignment of 
articles to content categories were derived from an induction of 
descriptors obtained through a review of the abstracts of 
all 137 articles included in the study. Studies were as­
signed to content categories based, however, upon examina­
tion of the entire text of the article. This was done 
concurrent with the rating of the study or studies reported 
therein. The 17 content categories utilized, along with 
the assignment criteria pertaining to them, are presented 
in Appendix E.
The reliability of the assignment procedure was 
tested by familiarizing one of the three psychologists 
rating the 27 studies in the reliability sample with the 
content categories and the assignment criteria pertaining 
to them, and having him assign each study in the reliability 
sample to the content category which best reflected its 
primary content or emphasis. Analysis of the level of 
agreement betv/een these assignments and those made by the 
present investigator, by means of Cohen's coefficient of 
agreement for nominal scales (Cohen, 1960), resulted in a
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coefficient of agreement of .739 (see Table D, Appendix C ,  
for the two sets of assignments). The purpose of the con­
tent categories was to provide organization for the more 
detailed analysis and synthesis of the individual research 
findings which was to take place subsequent to the large 
categorical analyses.
Procedure
Coding of Data. As noted in the purpose of study 
statement/ the present investigation sought to examine find­
ings, to be more specific, the balance of positive to nega­
tive findings, within the context of quality-of-study, 
source-of-derivation-of-hypotheses, measurement-scale- 
selected, general-design-of-study, and internal-versus- 
external-determination categories. Three categories were 
established for each variable save for measurement-scale- 
selected; here, there were as many categories as distinct 
locus of control measurements utilized across studies, and 
studies were coded, and assigned to categories, accordingly. 
With respect to the quality-of-study categories, studies 
receiving overall ratings of 4 or 5 were assigned to the 
high category; those receiving overall ratings of 3 were 
assigned to the medium category; and those receiving over­
all ratings of 2 or 1 were assigned to the low category. 
Three soarce-of-derivation-of-hypotheses categories were
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identified: locus-of-control-or-attribution^ theory,
locus-of-control-or-attribution-concepts (either of which 
category may or may not have previous research associated 
with them), and previous-research-alone. Studies which made 
reference only to previous research in connection with their 
locus of control hypotheses were assigned to the previous- 
research-alone category; studies in which the researcher 
made the claim that he was testing some aspect of social 
learning or attribution theory, the theoretical meaning of 
the locus of control dimension, or such, or in which, in 
the absence of such a claim, the researcher discussed in 
some detail aspects of social learning or attribution theory, 
and then tied his hypothesis or hypotheses directly in to 
these, were assigned to the locus-of-control-or-attribution- 
theory category. Studies which briefly touched upon social 
learning or attribution theory in connection with their 
locus of control hypotheses, or which made use of theore­
tically-related but research-derived relationships in the 
derivation of their hypotheses, were assigned to the locus- 
of-control-or-attribution-concepts category. General- 
design-of-study categories were based upon Kerlinger's dis­
tinctions between his three major types of studies— experi­
mental, ex post facto, and correlational, with the 
distinction between experimental and ex post facto being
^Social learning theory and attribution theory 
share the locus of control concept.
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that, in the former, the researcher "has the power to 
assign subjects to experimental groups," and in the latter, 
"one cannot manipulate or assign subjects or treatments 
because the independent variable or variables have already 
occurred" (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 315). Two additional general- 
design-of-study categories, perhaps sub-categories would be 
more accurate, were developed for purposes of further analy­
sis, a "true experimental" and a "quasi—experimental" cate­
gory, based upon Campbell and Stanley's distinctions 
(Campbell and Stanley, 1963) . It should be noted, here, 
though, that the sub-categories as constituted here do not 
correspond exactly to Campbell and Stanley's usage, the 
present distinction being simply one of presence or absence 
of random assignment in the context of a general experi­
mental design. The purpose of this was to see whether there 
was any difference in balance of positive to negative find­
ings between the "highest" type of experimental study and 
those accorded entry by Kerlinger's definition. Internal- 
versus-external-determination categories consisted of 
dichotomy-or-median-split, trichotomy, and extreme-groups 
(the latter defined by the situation in which internals 
and externals are drawn from the bottom and top 30% or less 
of the locus of control distribution) . Here, studies were 
assigned to the category which corresponded to the method 
of determination employed. Only quality-of-study and 
general-design-of-study categories were comprehensive; in
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all other instances there were studies which did not 
properly fit into any of the categories, or for which there 
was the possibility that insufficient information would be 
available to determine category placement. Findings of 
studies which did not fit a particular category were elimi­
nated from that analysis.
With respect to the determination of whether a 
finding of a study was positive or not, the individual re­
searcher's word was taken on this matter— if significance 
was claimed, significance was accepted, and no recalcula­
tions of original data were carried out at any point in the 
present study. If no indication as to significance was 
made, in either tables or text, the finding was not credited.
The hypothesis was the unit for the recording of 
findings, regardless of the number of significance tests 
run per hypothesis. The reason for this was to increase 
objectivity through avoidance of putting the present inves­
tigator in the position of having to make scores of fine 
distinctions as to how many relationships were really tested 
in a given instance, and what breakdown of the results 
should be adopted to reflect the most fair and accurate 
balance between positive and negative findings. The indi­
vidual researcher's wording was the authority for how many 
relationships were subsumed under a single hypothesis. 
Separated statements of hypotheses posed no problems here; 
difficulties arose when a series of relationships was pre­
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dieted by one statement. Here, the individual researcher 
was taken quite literally; in the absence of plurality word­
ing— "hypotheses," "predictions," and such— it was assumed 
that all relationships in the series were subsumed under a 
single hypothesis. Mixed findings for single hypotheses, 
regardless of the proportions in relation to the individual 
relationships, were recorded as one finding for the posi­
tive column, one finding for the negative column.
Considerations Regarding Analysis of Findings. It 
was planned to calculate an overall , carrying all calcu­
lations out to four decimal points, for each of the five 
major category-areas, following up promising leads with 
partitioned x^s as needed. Two additional comparisons were 
planned to investigate possible differentials in balance 
of positive to negative findings for (a) true experimental 
versus guasi-experimental studies, and (b) for studies in 
which hypotheses were theory-derived versus being research- 
alone- derived. It was anticipated, in view of the high 
standing and status accorded true experimental and theory- 
testing research, that a greater proportion of positive 
findings would be found for these studies than would be the 
case for the other two categories, assuming, that is, that 
a substantial degree of construct validity existed for the 
locus of control construct, and that the studies examined 
were of reasonably high quality. Type I error probability 
was set at a for the collection of comparisons, to control
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for the progressive increase in a that occurs with the 
addition of each statistical comparison (Field and Armenakis, 
1974) .
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Quality-of-study Categories
Of the 150 studies, three (2%) received overall 
ratings of five, 42 (28%) received overall ratings of four, 
57 (38%) received overall ratings of three, 14 (9.3%) re­
ceived overall ratings of two, and 34 (22.7%) received 
overall ratings of one (see Table E , Appendix C, for over­
all ratings and mean ratings assigned to each study, for 
assignment of studies with respect to the four categories 
of source-of-derivation-of-hypotheses, measurement-scale- 
selected, general-design-of-study, and internal-versus- 
external-determinâtion, and for a tally of positive versus 
negative findings for each study). Examination of positive 
(significant) versus negative (non-significant) findings by 
quality-of-study categories revealed that £ = .61 of the 
findings for the low quality-of-study categories were posi­
tive, compared to £ = .65 of the findings for the medium 
quality-of-study category, and £ = .58 of the findings for 
the high quality-of-study category (findings are reported 
in text in this section to two decimal points, for ease of
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presentation; see pertinent tables in Appendix C for com­
plete figures). Analysis of differences in proportions 
across quality-of-study categories, by means of the 
test statistic (a = .01, degrees of freedom = 2), yielded 
a non-significant overall of .96, indicating little 
support for the alternative statistical hypothesis that 
there was a difference in proportion of positive to nega­
tive findings, beyond chance fluctuation, across quality- 
of-study categories. It is noteworthy, however, that the 
category with the lowest proportion (.58) of positive find­
ings is the high category: that the studies rated as high­
est in quality produced the fewest, proportionally, posi­
tive findings. In view of the very low overall • further 
analysis through partitioning the contingency table was 
not undertaken. See Table 1, page 41, for contingency 
table and mechanics of the statistical analysis.
Source~of-Derivation-of-Hypotheses Categories
Of the 150 studies, source of derivation of hy­
potheses could not be determined for four studies, source 
of derivation for nine other studies did not correspond to 
any of the present categories. The source-of-derivation 
analysis, thus, was based upon the findings of 137, rather 
than the full 150 studies. Examination of positive versus 
negative findings by source-of-derivation-of-hypotheses 
categories revealed that p = .54 of the findings for the
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TABLE 1
Positive Versus Negative Findings 
By Quality of Study Ratings
Positive
(X)
Negative 
(not x)
Total Proportion
A Low 77 49 126 .6111
B Medium 77 42 119 .6471
C High 59 42 101 .5842
Total 213 133 346
p = .6156 q = .3844 P q = .2366
Overall =
Zxp - pTx
p q
= 77(.6111) + 77(.6471) + 59(.5842) - 213(.6156)
.2366
= 47.0547 + 49.8267 + 34.4678 - 131.1228
.2366
= 131-3492 - 131.1228 
.2366
= = .9569, ns (df = 2)
LEGEND
p = the estimated proportion for the combined samples
A  A
q = 1 - p
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previous-research-alone category were positive, compared to 
£ = .60 of the findings for the locus-of-control-or- 
attribution-concepts category, and £ = .69 for the locus- 
of-control-or-attribution-theory category. Analysis of 
differences in proportions across source-of-derivation cate­
gories, by means of the statistic (a = .01, degrees of 
freedom =2), yielded a non-significant overall of 3.66, 
p < .20 > .10, indicating little support, once again, for 
the alternative hypothesis of a difference, beyond chance 
fluctuation, in proportion of positive to negative findings 
across source-of-derivation categories. The trend this 
time, however, was in the expected direction, with the high­
est proportion of positive findings belonging to the theory- 
derived hypotheses, the lowest to the previous-research- 
alone-derived hypotheses, but the evidence is far from 
compelling, failing to reach statistical trend standards 
(.10) even for a single statistical comparison, much less 
for one from a collection of comparisons.
As reported in the method section, an extra, a 
priori, comparison, an analysis of the difference in pro­
portion of positive to negative findings between theory- 
derived and previous-research-alone-derived categories, was 
also planned for this area. Statistical analysis of the 
data, by means of (a = .01, degrees freedom =1), once 
again resulted in a non-significant finding, a of 3.62, 
p < .10 > .05, suggesting that there is no difference in
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proportion, beyond chance fluctuation, of positive to nega­
tive findings for these two categories. See Table 2/ page 44, 
for contingency tables and mechanics of the statistical 
analyses for these two comparisons.
To examine the effects of a possible uneven distri­
bution of low quality studies obscuring a potential category 
effect here, the findings of studies receiving an overall one 
rating were eliminated from the analysis. When this was 
done, however, the proportions all evened out, those for 
theory-derived and concept-derived categories remaining in 
the .60s, while that for the previous-research-alone-derived 
category moved up into the .60s, thus reducing, rather than 
enhancing, the category effect. A test was not conducted 
here, as it was obvious no difference in proportions across 
categories would be found.
Measurement-Scale-Selected Categories
In line with the findings of Prociuk and Lussier
(1975), it was found that the 1966 Rotter had been used in 
66% of the present studies. So dominant, in fact, was the 
1966 Rotter that the next most frequently used scale in the 
present sample, the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility 
Questionnaire (lAR), was used, by contrast, in only 5.3% 
of the studies. Nonetheless, since the primary interest in 
this area of the study was the comparison of the proportion 
of positive to negative findings for the 1966 Rotter to
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TABLE 2
Positive Versus Negative Findings by Source 
Of Derivation of Hypotheses
Positive Negative Total Proportion
A Previous Research 47 40 87 .5402
B LC Concepts 101 67 168 .6012
C LC Theory 47 21 68 .6912
Total 195 128 323
p = .6037 q = .3963 P q = .2392
Overall = 3.6601 p < .20 > .10, ns (df = 2)
Contrast of Positive Versus Negative Findings 
For Hypotheses with LC Theory Versus 
Previous Research Alone Derivations
Positive Negative Total Proportion
A Previous Research
Alone 47
B LC Theory £7
Total 94
40
21
61
87
68
155
.5402
.6912
p = .6065 q = .3935
Overall = 3.6230 p < .10 > .05,
p q = .2387 
ns (df = 1)
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those of the studies that were developed in response to its 
perceived deficiencies, and since calculations of with 
highly unequal category frequencies were presented as ex­
amples of acceptable practice in the statistical literature 
(Gibbons, 1976) , it was decided to include in the present 
analysis all scales claimed to address deficiencies of the 
Rotter which were represented by 10 findings or more. The 
Mirel's factor scoring of the Rotter was also included, to 
see whether there was evidence of improved situational dis­
crimination due to the changes involved in Mirel’s procedure. 
Examination of positive versus negative findings by the 
measurement-scale-selected categories resulting revealed 
that £ = .61 of the findings for the Rotter category were 
positive, compared to £ = .57 of the findings for the 
Mirel's factor scoring category, £ = .59 of the findings for 
the lAR category, £ = .83 of the findings for the Nowicki- 
Strickland (adult form) category, and £  = .71 of the find­
ings for the Levenson category. Analysis of differences 
in proportions across categories, by means of the test 
statistic (a = .01, degrees freedom = 4), yielded a non­
significant overall of 4.60. In this instance, however, 
the differences between some of the proportions looked 
promising, so partitioned were calculated also, follow­
ing procedures recommended by Maxwell (1961). While the 
overall was not high enough to permit rejection of the 
null hypothesis at the .01 level through the partitioned
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X^s, partitioned analyses were carried out anyway, to 
illustrate possibilities for more detailed analysis of such 
data through the partitioning procedure. The primary con­
trast chosen was that between the Rotter and Mirel's factor 
categories, in the one group, and the lAR, Nowicki-Strickland, 
and Levenson categories in the other. The Mirel's category 
was combined with the Rotter category in preference to some 
other combination, as the 1966 Rotter scale was used in both 
(the difference between the two being one mainly of proce­
dure) , and the difference in proportions betwen the two was 
shown to be minimal anyway. This contrast resulted in a 
non-significant x^ (o = .01, degrees freedom = 1) of 2.02, 
suggesting that there is no difference, beyond chance fluc­
tuation, in proportion of positive to negative findings for 
the Rotter and a variation of the Rotter group and a group 
comprised of the scales in this sample which were claimed to 
improve upon its deficiencies. Of course, the proportion 
of positive findings was higher for the Nowicki-Strickland 
and for the Levenson, and the combination of the lAR with 
these did attenuate their effect in this analysis to a cer­
tain extent, but then again, there had not been the oppor­
tunity, in this sample, at least, for those scales to 
accumulate the number of findings, both positive and nega­
tive, that the Rotter had. Comparison of within-group 
differences in proportions for the lAR, Nowicki-Strickland, 
and Levenson group resulted in a non-significant x^ of 2.79
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(a = .Olf degrees freedom = 2); comparison of within-group 
differences for the Rotter and the Mirel's factors group 
resulted in a non-significant of .08 (a = .01, degrees 
freedom = 1) . It should be noted, here, that the outcome 
yielded greater differences in proportion among the "improve­
ments" on the Rotter (x^  = 2.79) than there was between these 
as a group and the two Rotter "scales" as a group = 2.02). 
It should also be noted that the partitioned x^ values do 
not, in this instance, add up properly to the overall x^ 
value; this is due to rounding error derived from carrying 
calculations out to only four decimal places and to the very 
small figures involved in the latter stages of calculation 
of x^ • None of the x^s obtained here, however, were suffi­
ciently close to attaining significance for this to have 
made any difference. The elimination of the findings of 
studies receiving an overall one rating from the analysis 
would have made little difference, for, although the propor­
tion of positive to negative findings for the Rotter cate­
gory stayed about the same (£ = .60), and those for the lAR 
and Levenson categories increased to p = .65 and £ = .80, 
respectively, those for the Mirel's category rose to £ = .71, 
while those for the Nowicki-Strickland category dropped to 
£ = .79. See Table 3, page 48, for x^ contingency tables 
and mechanics of the statistical analyses for the four com­
parisons described in this section.
48 
TABLE 3
Positive Versus Negative Findings by LC Scale Used
Scale Positive Negative Total Proportion
A 1966 Rotter 127
B Mirel's factors 8
C lAR 13
D Nowicki-Strickland
82
6
9
209
14
22
.6077
.5714
.5909
(Adult) 15 3 18 .8333
E Levenson 17 7 24 .7083
Total 180 107 287
p = .6272 q = .3728 P q = .2338
Overall = 4.5997, ns (df =  4)
A +  B 135 88 223 .6054
C +  D +  E 45 19 64 .7031
Total 180 107 287
p =  .6272 q := .3728 P q =  .2338
Overall x ^ =  2.0210, ns (df =  1)
A 127 82 209 .6077
B 8 _6 14 .5714
Total 135 88 223
p =  .6054 q :=  .3946 p qi =  .2389
Overall x^ = .0841, ns (df = 1)
C 13 9 22 .5909
D 15 3 18 .8333
E iZ J _ 2£ .7083
Total 45 19 64
At A A.
p = .7031 q = .2969 p q — .2 088
Overall = 2.7912 ns (df = 2)
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General-Design-of-Study Categories
Of the 150 studies in the present sample, 55, or 
36.7%, were experimental in design, 68 (45.3%) were ex post 
facto in design, and 27 (18%) were correlational in design.
Of the 55 experimental studies, 34 were "true experimental" 
in nature, while the other 21 were "guasi-experimental" in 
nature. Examination of the proportion of positive versus 
negative findings by general-design-of-study categories re­
vealed that £ = .67 of the findings for the correlational- 
design category were positive, compared to £ = .65 of the 
findings for the ex-post-facto-design category, and £ = .55 
of the findings for the experimental-design category. Analy­
sis of differences in proportions across general-design-of- 
study categories, by means of the test statistic (a =
.01, degrees freedom = 2), yielded a non-significant overall 
of 4.12, p < .20 > .10. It should be noted, here, how­
ever, that the category with the highest proportion of 
positive findings is the correlational-design category, the 
category with the next highest the ex-post-facto-design 
category, and the category with the lowest the experimental- 
design category, a trend, though not of sufficient magnitude 
as to constitute a statistical trend, in the opposite di­
rection from what would have been expected in this instance.
As reported in the method section, an extra, a 
priori comparison, an analysis of the difference in propor­
tion of positive to negative findings between studies
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classified as true experimental and those classified as 
guasi-experimental, was also planned for this area. Sta­
tistical analysis of the data by means of (a = .01, 
degrees freedom = 1) resulted in a significant of 7.44, 
p < .01 > .005. The direction of the effect, however, was 
opposite to that anticipated; the proportion of positive 
findings for the true-experimental-design category, the 
category associated with the most highly respected research 
design, was significantly smaller than that for the quasi- 
experimental-design category (proportions of = .47 to 
p = .72). See Table 4, page 51, for x^ contingency tables 
and mechanics of the statistical analyses for these two 
comparisons.
It should be noted, however, that a substantial 
portion of the difference above is contributed by what 
could be considered the, likely, spurious positive findings 
of low-quality quasi-experimental studies, for when the 
findings of studies assigned overall ratings of one are rasoved 
from the analysis, the proportion of positive findings in­
creases to 2 - «51 for the true experimental studies, but 
drops to £ = .63 for the quasi-experimental studies. The 
elimination of the findings of low quality studies from the 
three major categories of correlational, ex-post-facto, 
and experimental designs makes negligible differences in 
proportions, resulting in proportions of £ = .67, £ = .67, 
and £ = .55, respectively. It should be noted, however,
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TABLE 4
Positive Versus Negative Findings 
By General Design of Study
Positive Negative Total Proportion
A Correlational 38 19 57 .6667
B Ex Post Facto 105 56 161 .6522
C Experimental 70 58 128 .5469
Total 213 133 346
p = .6156 q =: .3844 p q = .2366
Overall = 4.1243 P < •20 > .10, ns (df = 2)
Positive Versus Negative Findings by True Experimental 
Versus Quasi-Experimental Design of Study
Positive Negative Total Proportion
A Quasi-Experimental 29 11 40 .7250
B True Experimental ü il 88 .4659
Total 70 58 128
p = .5469 q = .4531 p q = .2478,
Overall = 7.441 p < .01 > .005 , significant (df =
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that the proportion for experimental studies in general is 
still the lowest of the three major categories, and that for 
the true experimental design is still the lowest of all.
See Table 4, p. 51, for contingency tables and mechanics 
of the statistical analyses for these two comparisons.
Internal-versus-External-Determination Categories
Of the 150 studies, 34, or 22.7%, determined internal 
versus external placement by means of dichotomization, 18 
(12%) by means of trichotomization, and 24 (16%) by means of 
extreme groups. In the cases of the other 74 studies, 
either an internal-external determination was not needed, 
or information regarding the determination procedure was not 
reported. Examination of the proportion of positive versus 
negative findings by internal-versus-external-determination 
categories revealed that £ = .57 of the findings for the 
dichotomy category were positive, compared to p = .62 of 
the findings for the trichotomy category, and p = .63 of 
the findings for the extreme-groups category. Analysis of 
differences in proportions of positive to negative findings 
across determination categories, by means of the test 
statistic (a = .01, degrees freedom = 2), resulted in a 
non-significant overall of .70, suggesting that there is 
no difference, beyond chance fluctuation, in proportions 
across determination categories. The trend, here, is in 
the direction that might be expected, but it does not even
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begin to approach statistical significance. Elimination of 
the findings of studies assigned an overall one rating 
would result in only the most negligible chances in propor­
tions. See Table 5 ,  page 54, for the contingency table 
and mechanics of statistical analysis for this comparison.
A total of 10 tests, all at a = .01, were con­
ducted in the course of the above analyses. Applying the 
Field and Aremenakis (1974) formula, the actual a probability 
of obtaining a significant result across the collection of 
comparisons due to chance fluctuations alone could, poten­
tially, have run as high as .096. This was not considered 
an unacceptable potential a for the present purposes.
Review of Findings of Sample Studies by Content Categories
As noted in the method section, the more detailed 
analysis and synthesis of the individual research findings 
was to be facilitated through examination of areas as or­
ganized by the content categories. The basic method used 
here was the narrative review, though summative descriptive 
statistics are presented at points. Findings of studies 
assigned an overall one rating were not credited as valid 
for purposes of the following narrative review, but they 
were counted in proportion-of-hypotheses-supported figures. 
References for this section, unless otherwise noted, are 
to be found in Appendix A.
Locus of Control Measurements. Six studies con­
cerned with the development of, and presentation of
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TABLE 5
Positive Versus Negative Findings by Internal 
Versus External Determination
Positive Negative Total Proportion
A Dichotomy 50 38 88 .5682
B Trichotomy 29 18 47 .6170
C Extreme Groups 33 19 52 .6346
Total 112 75 187
p = .5989 q = •4011 p q = .2402
Overall = .6994 , ns (df = 2)
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reliability and validity data concerning/ new locus of con­
trol scales were assigned to this content category. A total 
of nine locus of control-related hypotheses (LC hypotheses) 
were tested by these studies; five or approximately 56% of
them/ were confirmed by the findings of the studies. Hy-
2
potheses which received unequivocal support/ both across
3and within studies, were that an internal locus of control 
was positively associated with higher socio-economic status, 
increasing age, and minority group status (Gruen, Korte, 
and Baum, 1974), and that locus of control scores derived 
from the Nowicki-Strickland (child form) were not signifi­
cantly related to measures of social desirability (Nowicki 
and Strickland, 1973). Other hypotheses receiving unequivo­
cal support were that internals were likely to expend more 
effort when outcomes were clearly contingent upon their 
performance, and that beliefs regarding control over posi­
tive outcomes would mediate effort when potential outcomes 
were positive; beliefs regarding control over negative out­
comes would mediate effort when potential outcomes were 
negative (Mischel, Zeiss, and Zeiss, 1974).
2
What is meant by unequivocal, here, is that no 
mixed or negative findings were obtained for this hypothesis, 
or for slightly different wordings of the same hypothesis 
found in other studies in the same content category.
^This phrase, where used, makes reference to the 
within-category pattern of results; where deviation occurs 
across categories, a note will be added, in text, next to 
the finding affected.
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Attribution of Causality. There were 11 studies 
concerned with the attribution of responsibility or causality 
for actions and outcomes; these were assigned to the present 
content category. A total of 24 LC hypotheses were tested 
by these studies; 15, or approximately 62% of them, were 
confirmed by the findings of the studies. Hypotheses which 
received unequivocal support, both across and within studies, 
were that (a) while both internals and externals tended to 
be verbally assertive in a situation where they were asked 
to attempt to influence someone, the internal's tendency was 
to be vocally assertive (assertive through intonation, "body 
language," and such, as opposed to words chosen) but verbally 
non-assertive, and the external’s tendency was to be ver­
bally assertive but vocally non-assertive (Bugenthal, Henker, 
and Whalen, 1976), (b) individuals with a stable estimate 
of their ability who were expending a usual amount of effort 
on a task were more likely to see disconfirmation of their 
expectancy regarding task outcome as being due to good or 
bad luck than they were to view confirmation in this manner 
(Feather, 1969), (c) defensive (high achievement-oriented) 
externals would exhibit greater decreases in expectancy 
following failure than congruent (low achievement-oriented) 
externals, and would engage in more blame projection (Hoch- 
reich, 1975), (d) the locus of the causal attribution for 
an outcome (attributing an outcome to ability, effort, task 
simplicity, or chance) would influence the effect associated
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with that outcome (Riemer, 1975), and (e) while internals 
and externals would not differ significantly in their 
ascription of guilt to the defendant in a hypothetical ac­
cident situation, internals would attribute more responsi­
bility to the defendant for the accident, feel more strongly 
that he should have foreseen the accident.and that they 
would have acted differently, imagine the person to be a 
heavier drinker, and recommend a longer prison sentence; 
externals, on the other hand, would feel sorrier for him 
(Sosis, 1974).
Academic Achievement. There were 10 studies con­
cerned with the relationship of locus of control to various 
academic achievement-related variables; these were assigned 
to the present category. A total of 18 LC hypotheses were 
tested by these studies; eight, or 44% of them, were con­
firmed by the findings of the studies. Hypotheses which 
received unequivocal support, both across and within studies, 
were that individuals high in resultant achievement moti­
vation (achievement motivation minus anxiety about failure) 
were more likely to attribute success in an achievement 
situation internally (to themselves), and thus experience 
it as more rewarding, than individuals low in resultant 
achievement motivation (Weiner and Kukla, 1970), and that 
individuals given a chance to mediate their own reinforcers 
would, after a period of time, tend toward increased inter- 
nality (Johnson and Croft, 1975). Other hypotheses receiving
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unequivocal support were that internals tended to be more 
successful academically than defensive or congruent exter­
nals, that defensive externals tended to be more successful 
academically than congruent externals, and that female de­
fensive externals tended to be more successful academically 
than male defensive externals where college students were 
used as subjects (Prociuk and Breen, 1975). It should be 
noted, here, however, that other sample studies, such as 
Nowicki and Duke (1974), using grade school children as sub­
jects, and Nowicki and Strickland (1973), using grade school 
and secondary school subjects, failed to find unequivocal 
positive associations between internality and academic 
achievement.
Social Influence Processes. Seven studies concerned 
with responses to environmental manipulation and constraints 
were assigned to this category. A total of 14 hypotheses 
were tested by these studies; 10, or approximately 71% of 
them, were confirmed by the findings of the studies. Hy­
potheses which received unequivocal support, both across and 
within studies, were that (a) persuaders with a strong per­
sonal control orientation would attribute greater intelli­
gence to yielders than resisters, since greater personal 
effectiveness was conveyed in the persuasion of an intelli­
gent as opposed to an unintelligent individual, while per­
suaders with a weak personal control orientation either 
failed to show differential attribution or attributed
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greater intelligence to the resister (Cialdini and Mirels,
1976), (b) internals would perform better in an avoidable 
shock condition when led to believe they had potential con­
trol over it while externals would perform better when led 
to believe they did not have potential control over it, and 
that externals would perform better than internals in a 
non-stress condition over which no one was led to believe 
they had potential control (Houston, 1972), (c) internal 
experimenters would induce greater changes in attitude state­
ments on the part of their subjects than external experi­
menters (Phares, 1965), and (d) belief in internal control 
would be significantly correlated with selected indices of 
adjustment in a low-constraint retirement home, with an in­
crease in degree of environmental constraint significantly 
modifying the relationship relative to the first setting 
(Wolk, 1976).
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse. Eight studies in the 
present sample were concerned with the relationship between 
locus of control and alcohol or drug use. A total of 14 
hypotheses were tested in these studies; five, or approxi­
mately 37% of them, were confirmed by the findings of the 
studies. Hypotheses which received unequivocal support, 
both across and within studies, were that the mean locus of 
control scores of opiate addicts would be more internal than 
those of collegiate subjects, the differences being most 
salient on the Mirel’s personal control factor for the
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Rotter (Berzins and Ross, 1973), and that a positive rela­
tionship between locus of control and the psychasthenia and 
depression scales and the validity and correction scores of 
the MMPI would be obtained with an alcoholic population 
(Goss and Morosko, 1970).
Psychological Adj ustment. There were 16 studies con­
cerned with either the locus of control orientations of the 
psychologically maladjusted or the relationship between 
locus of control and factors thought to produce or be indi­
cators of psychological adjustment or maladjustment; these 
were assigned to the present category. A total of 24 hy­
potheses were tested by these studies; 15, or approximately 
62% of them, were confirmed by the findings of the studies. 
Hypotheses which received unequivocal support, both across 
and within studies, were that (a) chronic schizophrenics 
would be more external than normals and hospitalized con­
trols, with hospitalized controls being more external than 
normals, and that these differences in locus of control or­
ientation would be reflected in a similar variation in 
preferred interpersonal distance (Duke and Mullens, 1973),
(b) externality was positively associated with an accumula­
tion of stressful life events (Crandall and Lehman, 1977),
(c) clients seeking counseling would be more external than 
a non-client group with respect to recent events, but there 
would be no difference in characteristic locus of control 
scores (Gilbert, 1976), and (d) locus of control scores were
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positively correlated with depression, anxiety, and dis­
content, and negatively correlated with denial (Naditch, 
Gargan, and Micahel, 1975).
Behavior and Individual or Group Counseling. There 
were 10 studies concerned with the psychotherapeutic process 
and responses to it; these were assigned to the present 
category. A total of 18 hypotheses were tested by these 
studies; four, or approximately 22% of them, were confirmed 
by the findings of the studies. Hypotheses which received 
unequivocal support, both across and within studies, were 
that externals were more responsive than internals to group 
therapy approaches which prescribed that the leader adopt a 
relatively active, powerful role, while internals were more 
responsive than externals to less directive approaches 
(Abramowitz, Abramowitz, Roback, and Jackson, 1974).
Self-Control of Behavior. Three studies concerned 
with the relationship between locus of control and the indi­
vidual's moderation of his own behavior were assigned to 
this category. A total of seven hypotheses were tested by 
these studies; two, or approximately 29% of them, were con­
firmed by the findings of the studies. Only one of these, 
however, received unequivocal support: that internals would
perform significantly better than externals in increasing 
their EEG alpha rhythm (Johnson and Meyer, 1974).
Strategy Preferences and Learning. There were 19 
studies concerned with the relationship between locus of
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control and the process of learning and learning strategies; 
these were assigned to the present category. A total of 35 
hypotheses were tested by these studies; 21, or 60% of them, 
were confirmed by the findings of the studies. Hypotheses 
which received unequivocal support, both across and within 
studies, were that (a) internals would show more "typical 
changes" in their confidence ratings following success and 
failure (raising them after success, lowering them after 
failure) than externals (Feather, 1968), and that, in a 
learning situation in which a child could attribute outcomes 
to his own skills and efforts, success would tend to enhance, 
failure to lead to decrements in performance for internals 
(Garrett and Willoughby, 1972), (b) locus of control would 
not be related to initial task expectancies and thus there 
would be no difference in original effort for internals 
and externals, but, when given a chance to repeat a task 
that was failed, internals would work harder than externals 
at it (Weiss and Sherman, 1973) , (c) children who persisted 
in the face of prolonged failure were more likely than non- 
persisters to view outcomes, both positive and negative, 
as being due to their own actions, and to attribute outcomes 
as being due to effort more than ability (Dweck and Repucci,
1973), (d) individuals pretreated with inescapable noise 
would show retarded subsequent acquisition and performance, 
that such results would be a function of externality, and 
that they would be more pronounced under a skill than under
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a chance set (Hiroto, 1974), (e) attractiveness of success 
and repulsiveness of failure would both be most pronounced 
in situations wherein outcomes could be attributed more to 
oneself than to external factors (Feather, 1967), and that, 
under skill conditions, internals would value self-determined 
rewards more than externals, and thus would avoid relying 
on others even though this might be to their advantage 
(Julian and Katz, 1968), (f) high self-esteem individuals 
would respond to task outcomes with a stronger belief in in­
ternal control (Epstein and Komorita, 1971) and be more re­
ceptive and responsive to both success and failure experi­
ences than low self-esteem individuals (Ryckman, Gold, and 
Rodda, 1971), (g) when children were confronted with the 
consequences of their problem-solving behavior, failure 
would tend to produce higher levels of external attribution 
than success did (Epstein and Komorita, 1971), (h) indivi­
duals scoring low on internal locus of personal control 
(one of Mirel's factors) would perform better under high 
than low class discipline (Parent, Forward, Canter, and 
Mohling, 1975), and (i) internal-field independent inde­
pendent individuals would perform better than external-field 
dependent ones on tests requiring cognitive effort and 
ability, and on measures of general verbal productivity 
(Lefcourt and Telegdi, 1971).
Interpersonal Perception and Processes. Nine 
studies concerned with the relationship between locus of
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control and interpersonal perception and interactional pro­
cesses were assigned to this category. A total of 21 hy­
potheses were tested by these studies; nine, or approximately 
43% of them, were confirmed by the findings of the studies. 
Hypotheses which received unequivocal support, both across 
and within studies, were that (a) internals would be more 
attracted than externals to an individual who was a source 
of both positive and negative evaluation of their perfor­
mance, while externals were more attracted than internals to 
a non-evaluative individual (Holmes and Jackson, 1975),
(b) externals indicated proportionally more agreement than 
internals with a positive as opposed to a negative evalua­
tor and that this relationship would be stronger in an 
opinion-response than an ability-response condition, as it 
was easier to change opinions than responses reflecting 
ability factors (Jones and Shrauger, 1968), (c) externals 
would use more coercive and fewer personal persuasive powers 
than internals when placed in a supervisory role (Goodstadt 
and Hjelle, 1973), (d) there would be no relationship be­
tween locus of control and volunteering behavior (Schwartz,
1974), and (3) internals would make no distinctions between 
disabled and non-disabled individuals (Navarre and Minton, 
1977).
Job Competence and Satisfaction. Eight studies 
concerned with the relationship between locus of control 
and vocational aspirations, vocational counseling and train­
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ing, or job competence and satisfaction were assigned to 
this category. A total of 27 hypotheses were tested by these 
studies; 17, or approximately 63% of them, were confirmed 
by the findings of the studies. Hypotheses which received 
unequivocal support, both across and within studies, were 
that (a) internals were more likely to see rewards as being 
contingent on job performance, more motivated to perform on 
the job, and better performers on the job than externals, 
and that those occupying the higher pay grades in the sample 
would be more internal than those occupying the lower pay 
grades (Broedling, 1975), (b) emotional adjustment (to in­
clude locus of control, scored in an internal direction) 
and organizational knowledge in a bureaucratic structure 
would decrease successively for managers, supervisors, and 
workers (Lichtman, 1970), (c) the more internal the indi­
vidual, the greater would be his satisfaction with partici­
pative management, but regardless of the style of supervi­
sion, the job involvement of externals would be low (Runyon, 
1973), (d) compared with their internal counterparts, women 
with an external orientation would aspire to work for 
shorter periods of their lives, be expected to have a weaker 
commitment to their careers, and be expected to feel more dis­
comfort in roles that violated traditional sex-role require­
ments, and that externality would be associated with less 
support for women's liberation ideology, less positive anti­
cipation of future careers, and less involvement in career
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planning activities (Maracek and Frasch, 1977), and (e) 
successful internals (those who improved performance after 
a natural disaster) would exhibit different adjustments in 
locus of control than unsuccessful internals (that the 
locus of control of successful internals would become more 
internal in relation to the unsuccessful group) (Anderson,
1977) .
Information Acquisition and Use. Nine studies con­
cerned with the relationship between locus of control and 
the acquisition, processing, and use of situation-relevant 
information, and the effects of this upon subsequent re­
sponse were included in this category. A total of 20 hy­
potheses were tested by these studies; 14, or 70% of them, 
were confirmed by the findings of the studies. Hypotheses 
which received uneuivocal support, both across and within 
studies, were that (a) internality is likely to be associa­
ted with a disposition toward acquiring information through 
one's own active and direct encounters with the enviornment, 
and that an increased recall period would result in a greater 
increment in the retention of internals than of externals 
(Pines, 1973), (b) internals would use the time alloted for 
a verbal ability test more appropriately than externals, 
that is, they would spend more time on the difficult, less 
time on the easy items of the test; no systematic pattern 
of time usage, on the other hand, was apparent for externals 
(Gozali, Cleary, Walster, and Gozali, 1973), (c) when success
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feedback was conveyed by self-discovery, internals would 
perform better than externals, but when success feedback was 
conveyed through an experimenter's verbal praise, the oppo­
site would be the case (Baron and Ganz, 1972), (d) subjects' 
participation in chance-related experiments would lead to an 
increase in feelings of internal control, while participa­
tion in skill-related experiments would lead to increases in 
feelings of external control: participation in experiments
said to be neither chance nor skill related, however, would 
lead to no significant changes in locus of control scores 
(Eisenmann, 1972), and (e) external dental surgery patients 
would adjust best after viewing a general information tape 
regarding the dental clinic and its general procedures than 
a specific information tape designed to inform patients as 
to what to expect during the dental surgery process itself 
(Auerbach, Kendall, Guttler, and Levitt, 1976).
Cross-Cultural Comparisons. Three studies concerned 
with the comparison of locus of control orientations across 
differing national groups were assigned to this category.
A total of three hypotheses were tested by these studies; 
one, or approximately 33% of them, was confirmed by the 
findings of the studies. The one hypothesis in this cate­
gory which received uneuivocal support was that Chinese 
subjects would indicate a higher preference for Rotter items 
emphasizing external control than would American subjects 
(Hsieh, Shybut, and Lotsof, 1969).
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Research on the I-E Scale» Three studies concerned 
with the reliability, validity, and factor structure of the 
various locus of control scales were assigned to this cate­
gory. A total of four hypotheses were tested by these 
studies; two, or 50% of them, were supported by the findings 
of the studies. Hypotheses which received unequivocal sup­
port were that locus of control as measured by the Rotter 
and social desirability as measured by the Edward's Social 
. Desirability Scale were negatively correlated (Cone, 1971), 
and that internals, due to their expectations for being 
able to produce desired results through their own efforts, 
would be more effective in working with chronic mental pa­
tients than externals, who would feel relatively powerless 
to produce desired results (Hersch and Scheibe, 1967).
Social-Political Involvement. Four studies con­
cerned with the relationship between locus of control and 
political participation, social-political ideology, or re­
sponses to sociopolitical events were assigned to this 
category. A total of four hypotheses were tested by these 
studies; two, or 50% of them, were supported by the findings 
of the studies. Hypotheses that received unequivocal sup­
port were that activist liberals would have significantly 
higher Powerful Others Scale scores on the Levenson than 
activist conservatives, as conservatives would be more in 
agreement with established sources of power, and that those 
who devoted more time and energy to feminist causes would
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have stronger beliefs that powerful others exerted an in­
fluence on their lives (Levenson and Miller, 1976).
Group Differences. Seven studies concerned with 
the comparison of locus of control orientations of differing 
groups within a national group were assigned to this cate­
gory. A total of 12 hypotheses were tested by these studies; 
five, or approximately 42% of them, were confirmed by the 
findings of the studies. Hypotheses which received unequivo­
cal support, both across and within studies, were that (a) 
Negroes would score higher on external control than a com­
parable group of whites (Lefcourt and Ladwig, 1965; Zytkos- 
kee, Strickland, and Watson, 1971), but whites would be 
higher on delay of gratification than Negroes (Zytkoskee, 
Strickland and Watson, 1971) , and that Negroes would perform 
in a more external manner than whites on achievement tests 
that demanded self-evaluation (Lefcourt and Ladwig, 1965); 
it should be noted here, however, that another sample study, 
Garrett and Willoughby (1972) , obtained negative results in 
relation to their hypothesis that lower-class black grade 
school children were more external than white middle-class 
grade school children, (b) internal Negro subjects would 
ask more questions in relation to a task they were to per­
form than external Negro subjects, but that external Negro 
subjects charged with the task of convincing someone of the 
importance of Negro contributions to American society would 
spend more time examining their materials than would Negro
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subjects charged with the task of convincing someone of 
the importance of the Vice-President's role in national and 
foreign affairs (Williams and Stack, 1972) ,  and (c) mental 
health volunteers would be more internal on the Rotter than 
a control group of non-volunteers (Beckman, 1972).
Personality. There were 17 articles concerned with 
the relationship between locus of control and various per­
sonality variables assigned to the present category. A 
total of 39 hypotheses were tested by these studies; 24, or 
approximately 62% of them, were supported by the findings 
of the studies. Hypotheses which received unequivocal sup­
port, both across and within studies, were that (a) there 
would be a negative relationship between externality and 
scores on the Tolor-Reznikoff Test of Insight (Tolor and 
Reznikoff, 1967), but that externality would be positively 
correlated with scores on the Authoritarian Control and 
Hostility Rejection factors of the Parental Attitude Re­
search Instrument (Tolor and Jalowiec, 1968) and with ac­
ceptance of a bogus general personality interpretation 
(Snyder and Larson, 1972), (b) internals would show a sig­
nificant reduction in response latency and increased frus­
tration, evident in decrements in performance or increased 
errors, following non-rewarded trials; since the external 
group was predicted to be less frustrated than the internal, 
these effects were predicted to be of less magnitude, if 
present at all, for externals (Libb and Serum, 1974) , (c)
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externals were more anxious than internals, and the more 
external the individual was, the lower would be his expec­
tation of valued-goal achievement (Strassberg, 1973); it 
should be noted, however, that in another sample study, 
Houston (1972) obtained negative results in relation to his 
hypotheses linking anxiety with externality, (d) externals 
would not only show greater preferences for tasks with 
built-in rationalizations than internals, but such prefer­
ences would also be associated with lower expectancies on 
tasks without such built-in rationalizations (Phares and 
Lamiell, 1974), (e) internals would report that they reacted 
more constructively to frustration than externals, and would 
show more concern with overcoming difficulties, more con­
structive thinking, and less preoccupation with failure 
than externals (Brisset and Nowicki, 1973), (f) internals 
would show a greater tendency to take overt remedial action 
to correct personal shortcomings, when provided the oppor­
tunity, than externals (Phares, Ritchie, and Davis, 1968),
(g) proportionally fewer internals than externals would 
have experienced romantic attachments, with internals hav­
ing, in addition, a less idealistic orientation toward 
romantic love (Dion and Dion, 1973), (h) values would be 
more strongly developed, and of greater clarity and rele­
vance, in internals as opposed to externals (McKinney, 1975), 
(i) individuals for whom there was congruence with respect 
to locus of control and field independence-dependence
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orientations (field independent-internal, field dependent- 
external) would demonstrate longer latencies and shorter 
durations of the effect in the autokinetic light-tracking 
situation, showing a more veridical interpretation of that 
situation, than incongruent groups; the congruent groups' 
correlation between their actual-self sort and their ideal- 
self sort on the Q-sort would also be higher, reflecting 
their better personality adjustment (Tobacyk, Broughton, and 
Vaught, 1975), and (j) internality would be positively as­
sociated with higher grade point average for males and with 
greater involvement in extracurricular activities for fe­
males (Nowicki and Segal, 1974).
A total of 293 hypotheses were tested by the studies 
in the present sample; 160, or approximately 55% of them, 
received unequivocal support from the findings of the studies 
within their respective content categories. Some of the 
positive findings (those obtained by studies assigned an 
overall one rating), were not, however, considered reliable, 
and were thus eliminated from further consideration, which 
left 124 hypotheses that received unequivocal support within 
categories. Three other hypotheses received unequivocal 
support within their own categories, but were challenged by 
the findings of hypotheses from studies assigned to other 
content categories. Of the total 293 hypotheses, 121, or 
approximately 41% of them, received unequivocal support both 
within and across all studies included in the present sample.
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There were 62 hypotheses which were determined to 
have been derived from locus of control or attribution 
theory; 41, or approximately 66% of them, received unequivo­
cal support from the findings of the studies within their 
respective content categories. Nine of the hypotheses that 
received such support were associated with studies assigned 
overall ratings of one, and one other was challenged by the 
findings of a hypothesis from a study assigned to another 
content category. Once these were eliminated, 31 hypotheses, 
or 50% of the theory-derived hypotheses examined by the 
present study, remained to claim unequivocal support within 
and across all studies in the sample.
The above figures regarding proportions of hypotheses 
that received unequivocal support did not provide terribly 
compelling evidence in favor of the locus of control con­
struct. One might expect a rather high proportion of nega­
tive findings to be associated with a collection of weakly- 
derived hypotheses, but 50% support for a collection of 
theory-derived hypotheses, all from reasonably adequate 
studies, seemed low, which raised some questions regarding 
the construct validity of the locus of control construct.
Furthermore, results of the comparisons were not 
very encouraging for the locus of control construct. The 
results of the tests for proportion of positive versus 
negative findings by quality-of-study, source-of-derivation- 
of-hypotheses, measurement-scale-selected, general-design-
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of “Study, and internal-versus-external-determination cate­
gories indicated that there were no differences in propor­
tion of positive to negative findings, beyond chance fluc­
tuation, across any of the categories, for any set of 
categories. These results suggested that the proportion of 
positive to negative findings did not improve (or otherwise 
change) as the quality of the study, the derivation of the 
hypotheses, the design of the study, and the procedures for 
determining whether an individual's locus of control orien­
tation was most properly considered an internal or an ex­
ternal one did. Also suggested by these findings was the 
fact that there was little evidence, in the present sample, 
that the LC measurement scales claimed to improve upon the 
Rotter instrument produced any higher proportion of posi­
tive to negative findings than did the Rotter itself. Even 
the supplemental, direct comparison of the proportion of 
positive to negative findings between theory-derived and 
previous-research-alone-derived categories failed to yield 
a significant finding. The one significant finding obtained,
i.e., the comparison of proportion of positive to negative 
findings between studies classified as true experimental or 
quasi-experimental, yielded a result opposite to that anti­
cipated, indicating a significantly smaller, rather than 
larger, proportion of positive findings for the studies 
classified as true experimental in design.
CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary
The research literature in psychology and education 
had expanded at an astounding rate in recent years (Glass, 
1976; Glass, 1977; Kulik, Kulik, and Cohen, 1979), but the 
traditional narrative review was considered incapable of 
organizing, analyzing, and synthesizing the vast bodies of 
information that had accumulated (Glass, 1976). An improved, 
more systematic and objective method of review, the meta­
analysis of research, was described by Glass (1976), but it 
had been used only with collections of studies that were 
homogeneous with respect to major variables measured, and 
it assigned equal weight to the findings of studies which 
varied widely with respect to important sampling, design, 
and analysis considerations. The present study investigated 
possibilities for a meta-analysis of the findings of a col­
lection of studies vdiich were heterogenous with respect to major 
variables measured, and took into account, at the same time, 
variations in sampling, data-collection, design, and analy­
sis across studies. The locus of control research literature
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was selected for the analysis, as research had been expanding 
rapidly in this area, but objective, systematic analyses had 
not been undertaken. Objectives specific to an analysis of 
the locus of control research area included (a) an investi­
gation of the construct validity of the locus of control 
construct through an examination of findings within the con­
text of sources-of-derivation-of-hypotheses categories,
(b) an investigation of possible differentials related to 
locus of control measurement procedures through an examina­
tion of findings within the context of measurement-scale- 
selected categories, (c) an investigation of possible dif­
ferentials related to design of study through an examination 
of findings within the context of general-design-of-study 
categories, and (d) an investigation of possible differen­
tials related to criteria for locus of control group- 
assignment through an examination of findings within the 
context of internal-versus-external-determination categories.
Since a systematic review of more than 2200 locus 
of control studies was not considered feasible, analysis 
was confined to a sample of the population of locus of con­
trol studies. Since the journals of the American Psycho­
logical Association provided a broader coverage of the 
various areas and specialties of psychology than those of 
any other publisher, and since the APA journals published 
rather sizable proportions of the locus of control studies 
published in journals, it was decided that all locus of
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control studies appearing in APA journals from 1957 through 
1977 which obtained a measure of locus of control orienta­
tion, tested hypotheses concerned with a locus of control 
issue, and were reported in articles greater than one page 
in length would be included in the present investigation. 
Studies were located by means of a search of Psychological 
Abstracts and of several pertinent reviews and bibliogra­
phies. No studies published before 1963 qualified for the 
final sample. The final sample consisted of 150 studies.
The levels of quality of the studies in relation to 
various sampling, data-collection, design, and analysis 
considerations were assessed by means of the Quality of 
Study Rating Form, developed especially for the present 
study. The Quality of Study Rating Form, based upon Wandt's 
Form for the Evaluation of an Article (Wandt, 1967), and a 
review of several evaluation criteria sources, was ori­
ginally intended to be used without specific scoring cri­
teria, but poor reliability in a pilot assessment led to 
the development of specific scoring criteria. The relia­
bility of the revised form was tested by presenting three 
psychologists familiarized with the assessment criteria a 
randomly selected sample of articles to be rated. The ex­
tent of agreement between these ratings and the ratings of 
the same studies by the present investigator was assessed 
by means of the r^ ^^  coefficient (Lindquist, 1953). A co­
efficient of .73 was obtained.
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The objectives of the study were addressed through 
an examination of findings, to be more specific, the balance 
of positive to negative findings, within the context of 
guality-of-study, source-of-derivation-of-hypotheses, 
measurement-scale-selected, general-design-of-study, and 
internal-versus-external-determination. Criteria for as­
signment of studies to categories were discussed in detail. 
Differences in proportion of positive to negative findings 
across categories were assessed by means of the test 
statistic. An overall was calculated for each of the 
five major category areas, and promising leads were followed 
up with partitioned as needed. Two additional com­
parisons were made to investigate possible differentials in 
balance of positive to negative findings for (a) true ex­
perimental versus quasi-experimental studies, and (b) for 
studies in which hypotheses were theory-derived versus 
previous-research-alone-derived. It was anticipated, in 
view of the high standing and status accorded true experi­
mental and theory-testing research, that a greater propor­
tion of positive findings would be found for these studies 
than would be the case for the other two categories.
A total of 10 tests were conducted. Type I error 
probability was set at a = .10 for the collection of comparisons, 
to control for the progressive increase in a that had been 
shown to occur with the addition of each statistical com­
parison (Field and Armenakis, 1974; Petrinovich and Hardyck,
79
1969) . Of the 10 comparisons, only one, the comparison of 
proportion of positive to negative findings for true experi­
mental versus quasi-experimental studies, attained signifi­
cance at the p < .01 level. Contrary to expectation, however, 
the direction of results was opposite to that anticipated, 
with the true experimental studies having the smaller propor­
tion of positive findings.
A narrative and descriptive-statistical review of 
findings receiving unequivocal support across the sample of 
studies was presented in addition to the examination of dif­
ferences in proportion of positive to negative findings across 
the five category areas. Studies were assigned to content 
categories, and analyses of findings were then conducted with­
in the context of the categories to which the studies were 
assigned. The content categories utilized were those de­
veloped by Prociuk and Lussier (1975). As Prociuk and 
Lussier had not developed explicit assignment criteria for 
their categories (Prociuk, 1979), it was necessary for the 
present investigator to develop his own. This was accom­
plished by means of an induction of descriptors obtained 
through a review of the abstracts of all articles included 
in the study. Studies were assigned to content categories 
based, however, upon examination of the entire text of the 
article. The reliability of the assignment criteria was 
tested by familiarizing one of the psychologists rating the 
studies in the reliability sample with the content cate­
gories and the assignment criteria pertaining to them, and
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having him assign each study in the reliability sample to 
the content category which best reflected its primary con­
tent. Analysis of the level of agreement between these as­
signments and those made by the present investigator resulted 
in a coefficient of agreement (Cohen, 1960) of .702. The 
review presented percentages of hypotheses confirmed by the 
findings of the studies and hypotheses which received un­
equivocal support both within and across content categories, 
for each of the 17 Prociuk and Lussier content categories.
Conclusions
The findings from this investigation seemed to war­
rant the following conclusions:
1. The general concepts and procedures of the meta­
analysis of research method may be productively applied to 
the review of collections of studies heterogeneous with re­
spect to variables measured, as well as to collections of 
studies homogeneous with respect to variables measured.
2. The reliability of study or article rating- 
scales may be enhanced by the development and utilization of 
specific scoring criteria.
3. The construct validity of the locus of control 
construct received little support from the quantitative 
analyses conducted in the present study.
Discussion
It was anticipated that a greater proportion of
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positive findings would be associated with true experimental 
and theory-testing research than with quasi-experimental re­
search and research which tested hypotheses derived from 
previous studies alone. This did not prove to be the case, 
however. In addition, no differences in proportion of posi­
tive to negative findings were found across quality-of-study, 
source-of-derivation-of-hypotheses, measurement-scale- 
selected, general-design-of-study, and internal-versus- 
external-determination categories. The one statistical test 
with which a significant result was associated revealed an 
outcome opposite to that anticipated, that there was a sig­
nificantly smaller proportion of positive findings for true 
experimental research than for quasi-experimental research.
While the quantitative analyses discussed above, to 
include percentage-of-hypotheses-receiving-unequivocal- 
support figures, provided little support for the construct 
validity of the locus of control construct, these data did 
not reveal the entire situation, as many of the hypotheses 
in the theory-derived category were assigned there due to 
the individual researcher's claim or to a presented tie-in 
with aspects of Rotter's theory (or attribution theory), but 
merely investigated the various and sundry hypothesized 
characteristics of internals and externals, loosely based 
upon social learning theory or various relationships sup­
posedly derived from it. Few hypotheses investigated actual 
processes described in social learning theory. An examina-
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tion of those that did may help to shed further light upon 
this matter.
Social learning theory stated that reinforcement 
alone did not adequately explain behavior, that an individual 
must have had an expectancy that the behavior in question 
would result in the attainment of the goal he was working 
toward before it would be emitted, and further, that a given 
expectancy was a function of an associated specific expec­
tancy (which was based upon previous experience that a 
valued reinforcement would or would not occur in the situa­
tion), and of various generalized expectancies, of which 
locus of control was one, the status of which were likewise 
derived from previous experiences. This process was con­
sidered central to social learning theory, and to the rela­
tionship between it and the locus of control construct. 
Several studies, presenting both positive and negative find­
ings, addressed this process.
Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, and Cook (1972), proceed­
ing from the perspective of attribution theory, argued that 
earlier positive locus of control findings regarding shifts 
in expectancy had been contaminated by the stability of the 
attributions measured, and demonstrated, in their own study, 
that it was the stability of the attribution, whether out­
comes were attributed to the fixed factors of ability or 
task difficulty as opposed to the variable factors of effort 
or luck, rather than perceived locus of control of reinforce-
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ment, that mediated expectancy. The Weiner, et al., study 
was assigned an overall three rating, and it was difficult 
to find any serious fault with it; it was, in addition, 
bolstered by a finding from Miller and Seligman (1973) that 
internals were no more likely to change expectancies follow­
ing reinforcement than externals (it was argued that since 
externals did not perceive themselves as being able to re­
liably produce reinforcement for themselves, but rather saw 
reinforcement as being response-independent, they would be 
less likely to change expectancies than internals, who did 
see themselves as capable of exercising control over such 
events), and, the Miller and Seligman study, too, was a 
quite adequate study. Arrayed against these, on the posi­
tive side of the ledger, this time, were findings of studies 
conducted by Epstein and Komorita (1971), Gilbert (1976), 
cuid Hiroto (1974), all suggesting that subjection to situa­
tions in which the individual was deprived of, or rendered 
unable to obtain, reinforcement was productive of an ex­
ternal locus of control orientation, just as social learning 
theory would predict they would be (successful past experi­
ence with a given behavior in a given situation was con­
sidered to lead to the expectancy that it would probably 
work again in that same, and related, situations in the 
future, and thus, potentially, bring the reinforcement under 
the individual's control; unsuccessful experience would 
reduce the expectancy that the behavior would lead to the
84
attainment of the goal, and that the reinforcement was po­
tentially under the individual's control). Further support 
was provided by Strassberg (1973), who found that the more 
external an individual was, the lower was his expectation of 
valued-goal achievement. Finally, Riemer (1975) obtained 
negative results in relation to his hypothesis that (the 
same, essentially, as the Weiner, et al., hypothesis) the 
stability of the causal attribution would determine the ex­
pectancy response. All the positive studies here were, in 
addition, reasonably adequate studies, too. In sum, then, 
the findings of the present sutdy would have to be regarded 
as mixed; little support for the construct validity of the 
locus of control construct was found in the results of the . 
quantitative analysis, but the balance of findings from the 
studies that most closely addressed predictions central to 
social learning theory was favorable.
Implications
One of the major purposes of the present study was 
to investigate possibilities for the me ta-analysis of col­
lections of studies heterogeneous with respect to variables 
measured; while the present analytic and measurement pro­
cedures were rather crude, as is often the case with initial 
ventures into a new area of application, it was felt that 
the present study illustrated the possibility of, and some 
possibilities for, the meta-analysis of such collections of
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studies. In addition, it was felt that the study provided 
some indication of possibilities for the improvement of the 
reliability of article and study rating-scales through de­
velopment and utilization of item-by-item scoring criteria 
(it is recognized that the criteria do not provide compre­
hensive coverage of all potentially important scoring points, 
but, though moderate, the scale's reliability is a substan­
tial improvement over that of most scales in this area), and 
for the importance of conducting a detailed examination of a 
study before accepting its findings.
It is recommended that future research refine both 
such item-by-item scoring criteria approaches to article or 
study rating-scales, and the meta-analysis procedures for 
the review of collections of studies heterogeneous with re­
spect to variables measured that were presented here. It is 
also recommended that more theory-testing research and fewer 
investigations of the possible characteristics of "internals" 
and "externals" be undertaken in the locus of control re­
search area, and that the present study be replicated, either 
by an examination of other large-scale samples of the locus 
of control literature utilizing the present catégories, in­
struments, criteria, and procedures, or by an examination of 
the present sample utilizing other categories, instruments, 
criteria, and procedures, to see if the current findings are 
indeed representative.
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v a r i a b l e  i n  l e a r n i n g  t h e o r y .  U n p u b l i s h e d  d o c t o r a l  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  O h io  
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S t u d y
C o d i n g s  A r t i c l e s
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g r o u p  t h e r a p i e s  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  c l i e n t  i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  
c o n t r o l .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y .
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m e n t  t o  d e n t a l  s u r g e r y .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  
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J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 2 ,  21, 1 2 4 - 1 3 0 .
6  B e c k m a n , I . .  L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  an d  a t t i t u d e s  t o w a r d  m e n t a l  i l l n e s s
am ong m e n t a l  h e a l t h  v o l u n t e e r s .  J r ^ ir n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  and  
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3 7 7 - 3 8 3 .  ■”  ------------ —
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p e r s o n a l i z e d  s y s t e m  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  c o u r s e .  J o u r n a l  o f  E d u c a t i o n a l  
P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 5 ,  6 7 , 4 1 6 - 4 2 1 .
6 0  J o n e s ,  S .  a n d  S h r a u g e r ,  J .  L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  e v a l ­
u a t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 6 8 ,
3 2 ,  6 6 4 - 6 6 8 .
6 1 a , b  J u l i a n ,  J .  a n d  K a t z ,  S .  I n t e r n a l  v e r s u s  c o n t r o l  an d  t h e  v a l u e  o f
r e i n f o r c e m e n t .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  an d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,
1 9 6 8 ,  8 ,  8 9 - 9 4 .
6 2  K a r a b e n i c k ,  S .  V a l e n c e  o f  s u c c e s s  a n d  f a i l u r e  a s  a f u n c t i o n  o f
a c h i e v e m e n t  m o t i v e s  a n d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  
a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 2 ,  2 1 , 1 0 1 - 1 1 0 .
6 3 a , b  K ilm a n n , P . ,  A l b e r t ,  B . ,  a n d  S o t i l e ,  W. R e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s
o f  c o n t r o l ,  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e r a p y ,  a n d  o u t c o m e .  J o u r n a l  o f  
C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 5 ,  4 3 , 5 8 8 .
6 4  K ilm a n n ,  P .  a n d  H o w e l l ,  R . E f f e c t s  o f  s t r u c t u r e  o f  m a r a th o n  g r o u p
t h e r a p y  a n d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  o n  t h e r a p e u t i c  o u t c o m e .  J o u r n a l  
o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 4 ,  4 2 ,  9 1 2 .
6 5 a , b ,  K o rm a n , A . E n v ir o n m e n t a l  a m b i g u i t y  a n d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a s  i n t e r -
a n d  c  a c t i v e  i n f l u e n c e s  o n  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  J o u r n a l  o f  A p p l i e d  P s y c h o l o g y ,
1 9 7 1 ,  5 5 .  3 3 9 - 3 4 2 .
6 6  L a o ,  R . I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  a n d  c o m p e t e n t  a n d  i n n o v a t i v e
b e h a v i o r  am ong N e g r o  c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  
a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 0 ,  ] A ,  2 6 3 - 2 7 0 .
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6 7  L e f c o u r t ,  H . R is k  t a k i n g  i n  N e g r o  a n d  w h i t e  a d u l t s .  J o u r n a l  o f
P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 S 6 5 ,  2 *  7 6 5 - 7 7 0 .
6 8  L e f c o u r t ,  H . E f f e c t s  o f  c u e  e x p l i c a t i o n  u p o n  p e r s o n s  m a i n t a i n i n g
e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  e x p e c t a n c i e s -  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  
S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 6 7 ,  3 7 2 - 3 7 8 .
6 9  L e f  c o u r t ,  H . a n d  L a d w ig ,  G . T h e  A m e r ic a n  N e g r o :  A p r o b le m  i n
e x p e c t a n c i e s .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y .
1 9 6 5 ,  1 ,  3 7 7 - 3 8 0 .
7 0  L e f  c o u r t , H . an d  T e l e g d i ,  M. P e r c e i v e d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  an d  f i e l d
d e p e n d e n c e  a s  p r e d i c t o r s  o f  c o g n i t i v e  a c t i v i t y .  J o u r n a l  o f  
C o n s u l t i n g  an d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 1 ,  2 2 ,  5 3 - 5 6 .
7 1  L e v e n s o n ,  H . P e r c e i v e d  p a r e n t a l  a n t e c e d e n t s  o f  i n t e r n a l  p o w e r f u l
o t h e r s ,  an d  c h s n c e  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  o r i e n t a t i o n s .  D e v e lo p m e n t a l  
P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 3 ,  9 ,  2 6 0 - 2 6 5 .
7 2 a , b  L e v e n s o n ,  H . an d  M i l l e r ,  J .  M u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  i n
s o c i o p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i s t s  o f  c o n s e r v a t i v e  a n d  l i b e r a l  i d e o l o g i e s .  
J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 6 ,  3 3 . 1 9 9 - 2 0 8 .
73  L ib b ,  J .  a n d  S e r u m , C . R e a c t i o n s  t o  f r u s t r a t i v e  n o n r e w a r d  a s  a
fu n c t i'^ r *  o f  p e r c e i v e d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  o f  r e i n f o r c e m e n t .  J o u r n a l  
o f  E x p e r i m e n t a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 4 ,  1 0 2 , 4 9 4 - 4 9 7 .
7 4  L ic h t m a n ,  C . Som e i n t r a p e r s o n a l  c o r r e l a t e s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r a n k .
J o u r n a l  o f  A p p l i e d  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 0 ,  5 4 ,  7 7 - 8 0 .
7 5  L i e d ,  T . a n d  P r i t c h a r d .  R . R e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n  p e r s o n a l i t y
v a r i a b l e s  an d  c o m p o n e n t s  o f  t h e  e x p e c t a n c y - v a l e n c e  m o d e l .
J o u r n a l  o f  A p p l i e d  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 6 ,  5 1 . 4 6 3 - 4 6 7 .
7 6  L i p p ,  L . ,  K o l s t o e ,  R . , J a m e s .  W .. a n d  R a n d a l l ,  H . D e n i a l  o f  d i s a b i l ­
i t y  a n d  i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  o f  r e i n f o r c e m e n t ;  A s t u d y  u s i n g  a 
p e r c e p t u a l  d e f e n s e  p a r a d ig m .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  and C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 6 8 ,  3 2 ,  7 2 - 7 5 .
7 7  L o t t m a n ,  T . a n d  D e W o lf e .  A . I n t e r n a l  a n !  e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  i n
r e a c t i v e  an d  p r o c e s s  s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  
C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 2 ,  3 9 ,  3 4 4 .
78 M a c D o n a ld , A . an d  H a l l ,  J .  P e r c e p t i o n  o f  d i s a b i l i t y  b y  t h e  n o n ­
d i s a b l e d .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 6 9 .  
3 3 ,  6 5 4 - 6 6 0 .
7 9  M a c D o n a ld , A . an d  H a l l .  J .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d
p e r c e p t i o n  o f  d i s a b i l i t y .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 1 ,  3j6, 3 3 8 - 3 4 3 .
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8 0  M a r e c e k ,  J .  a n d  F r a s c h ,  C . L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  c o l l e g e  w o m e n 's
r o l e  e x p e c t a t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o u n s e l i n g  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 7 ,
2 4 ,  1 3 2 - 1 3 6 .
8 1  M c A r th u r , L . L u ck  i s  a l i v e  a n d  w e l l  i n  N ew  H a v e n :  A s e r e n d i p i t o u s
f i n d i n g  o n  p e r c e i v e d  c o n t r o l  o f  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  a f t e r  t h e  d r a f t  
l o t t e r y .  J o u r n a 1 o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c _ a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 0 ,
1 6 ,  3 1 6 - 3 1 8 .
8 2 a , b  M c K in n e y , J .  T h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  v a l u e s :  A  p e r c e p t u a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .
J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  an d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 5 ,  3 1 . 8 0 1 - 8 0 7 .
8 3  M cM ahan, I .  R e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  c a u s a l  a t t r i b u t i o n s  an d  e x p e c t a n c y
o f  s u c c e s s .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  an d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 3 ,
2 8 ,  1 0 8 - 1 1 4 .
8 4 a , b  M i l l e r ,  W. a n d  A r k o w i t z ,  H . A n x i e t y  a n d  p e r c e i v e d  c a u s a t i o n  i n
s o c i a l  s u c c e s s  a n d  f a i l u r e  e x p e r i e n c e s :  D i s c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  a n
a t t r i b u t i o n  h y p o t h e s i s  i n  tw o  e x p e r i m e n t s .  J o u r n a l  o f  A b n o r m a l  
P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 7 ,  8 6 .  6 6 5 - 6 6 8 .
8 5  M i l l e r ,  W. a n d  S e l i g m a n ,  M. D e p r e s s i o n  a n d  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f
r e i n f o r c e m e n t .  J o u r n a l  o f  A b n o r m a l P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 3 ,  8 2 ,  6 2 - 7 3 .
8 6  M i s c h e l ,  W .,  Z e i s s ,  R . , a n d  M i s c h e l ,  A .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l
a n d  p e r s i s t e n c e ;  V a l i d a t i o n  a n d  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  S t a n f o r d  
P r e s c h o o l  I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l  S c a l e .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  
S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 4 ,  2^ ,  2 6 5 - 2 7 8 .
8 7  N a d i t c h ,  M. a n d  F e n w ic k ,  S .  LSD f l a s h b a c k s  a n d  e g o  f u n c t i o n i n g .
J o u r n a l  o f  A bn orm a 1 P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 7 7 ,  8 6 .  3 5 2 - 3 5 9 .
8 8  N a d i t c h ,  M .,  G a r g a n ,  M ., a n d  M i c h a e l ,  L . D e n i a l ,  a n x i e t y ,  l o c u s  o f
c o n t r o l ,  a n d  d i s c r e p a n c y  b e t w e e n  a s p i r a t i o n s  a n d  a c h i e v e m e n t s  a s  
c o m p o n e n t s  o f  d e p r e s s i o n .  J o u r n a l  o f  a b n o r m a l P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 5 ,
8 4 ,  1 - 9 .
8 9  N a v a r r e ,  K . a n d  M i n t o n ,  H . I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  an d  a t t i t u d e
t o w a r d  d i s a b i l i t y .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 
1 9 7 7 ,  4 5 ,  9 6 1 - 9 6 2 .
9 0  N o w i c k i ,  S . ,  B o n n e r ,  J . ,  a n d  F e a t h e r ,  B .  E f f e c t s  o f  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l
a n d  d i f f e r e n t i a l  a n a l o g u e  i n t e r v i e w  p r o c e d u r e s  o n  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  
t h e r a p e u t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  an d  C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 2 ,  3 8 ,  4 3 4 - 4 3 8 .
9 1  N o w i c k i ,  S .  a n d  D u k e , M. A p r e s c h o o l  a n d  p r im a r y  i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l
c o n t r o l  s c a l e .  D e v e lo p m e n t a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 4 ,  8 7 4 - 8 8 0 .
9 2  N o w i c k i ,  S .  a n d  S e g a l ,  W. P e r c e i v e d  p a r e n t a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  l o c u s
o f  c o n t r o l  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  and b e h a v i o r a l  c o r r e l a t e s  o f  l o c u s  o f  
c o n t r o l .  D e v e l o p m e n t a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 7 4 ,  1 0 ,  3 3 - 3 7 .
100
9 3  N o w ic T c i, S .  a n d  S t r i c k l a n d ,  B . A l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  s c a l e  f o r
c h i l d r e n .  J o u r n a l  o f  Co n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 3 ,
4 0 ,  1 4 8 - 1 5 4 .
9 4 a , b  O 'L e a r y ,  M ., R o h s e n o w , D . ,  a n d  D o n o v a n , D . L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d
p a t i e n t  a t t r i t i o n  fr o m  a n  a l c o h o l i s m  t r e a t m e n t  p r o g r a m . J o u r n a l
o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 6 ,  4 4 . 6 8 5 - 6 8 7 .
9 5  O r g a n , D . E x t r a v e r s i o n ,  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l ,  a n d  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s
i n  c o n d i t i o n a b i l i t y  i n  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  A p p l i e d  
P s y c h e l o g y .  1 9 7 5 ,  6 0 , 4 0 1 - 4 0 4 .
9 6  P a r e n t ,  J . ,  F o r w a r d ,  J . ,  C a n t e r ,  R . ,  a n d  M o h l in g ,  J .  I n t e r a c t i v e
e f f e c t s  o f  t e a c h i n g  s t r a t e g y  a n d  p e r s o n a l  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  o n  
s t u d e n t  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  J o u r n a l  o f  E d u c a t i o n a l  
P s y c h e l o g y ,  1 9 7 5 ,  6 7 , 7 6 4 - 7 6 9 .
9 7  P h a r e s ,  E . I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  a s  a d e t e r m i n a n t  o f  a m o u n t o f
s o c i a l  i n f l u e n c e  e x e r t e d .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  
P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 6 5 ,  2 , 6 4 2 - 6 4 7 .
9 8  P h a r e s ,  E .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a 1  c o n t r o l  an d  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  o f  r e i n ­
f o r c e m e n t  v a l u e  a f t e r  f a i l u r e .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  an d  
C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 1 ,  3 7 ,  3 8 6 - 3 9 0 .
9 9  P h a r e s ,  E . a n d  L a m i e l l ,  J .  R e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l
o f  d e f e n s i v e  p r e f e r e n c e s .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  an d  C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h e  l o g y ,  1 9 7 4 ,  8 7 2 - 8 7 8 .
1 0 0  P h a r e s ,  P . ,  R i t c h i e ,  D . , a n d  D a v i s ,  W. I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l
a n d  r e a c t i o n  t o  t h r e a t .  J o u r n a 1 o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  
P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 6 8 ,  1 0 ,  4 0 2 - 4 0 5 .
1 0 1  P h a r e s ,  E . ,  W i l s o n ,  K . , a n d  K l y v e r ,  N . I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l
a n d  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  b la m e  u n d e r  n e u t r a l  a n d  d i s t r a c t i v e  
c o n d i t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  an d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,
1 9 7 1 ,  1 8 ,  2 8 5 - 2 8 8 .
1 0 2  P i n e s ,  H . An a t t r i b u t i o n s 1 a n a l y s i s  o f  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  o r i e n ­
t a t i o n  an d  s o u r c e  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n a l  d e p e n d e n c e -  J o u r n a l  o f  
P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 7 3 ,  2 6 ,  2 6 2 - 2 7 2 .
1 0 3  P r o c i u k ,  T . a n d  B r e e n ,  L . D e f e n s i v e  e x t e r n a l i t y  a n d  i t s  r e l a t i o n
t o  a c a d e m ic  p e r f o r m a n c e .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  
P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 5 ,  31_, 5 4 9 - 5 5 6 .
1 0 4  R ie m e r ,  B .  I n f l u e n c e  o f  c a u s a l  b e l i e f s  on  a f f e c t  an d  e x p e c t a n c y .
J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 5 .  3 1 -  
1 1 6 3 - 1 1 6 7 .
1 0 5  R o t t e r ,  J .  a n d  M u lr y ,  R . I n t e r n a l  v e r s u s  e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  o f
r e i n f o r c e m e n t  a n d  d e c i s i o n  t i m e .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  
S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 6 5 ,  2 , 5 9 8 - 6 0 4 .
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1 0 6  R yck m an , R . ,  G o ld ,  J . ,  a n d  R o d d a , W. C o n f id e n c e  r a t i n g  s h i f t s  a n d
p e r f o r m a n c e  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l ,  s e l f - e s t e e m ,  a n d  
i n i t i a l  t a s k  e x p e r i e n c e .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  
P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 1 ,  1 ^ ,  3 0 5 - 3 1 0 .
1 0 7  R yck m an , R .  a n d  R o d d a , W. L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  i n i t i a l  t a s k  e x p e r ­
i e n c e  a s  d e t e r m i n a n t s  o f  c o n f i d e n c e  c h a n g e s  i n  a c h a n c e  s i t ­
u a t i o n .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 1 ,
1 8 ,  1 1 6 - 1 1 9 .
1 0 8  R u n y o n , K . Som e i n t e r a c t i o n s  b e t w e e n  p e r s o n a l i t y  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  m an­
a g e m e n t  s t y l e s .  J o u r n a l  o f  A p p l i e d  Ps y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 7 3 ,  5 7 .
2 8 8 - 2 9 4 .
1 0 9  S c h n e i d e r ,  J .  S k i l l  y e r s u s  c h a n c e  a c t i v i t y  p r e f e r e n c e  a n d  l o c u s
o f  control. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology.
1 9 6 8 ,  3 2 ,  3 3 3 - 3 3 7 .
1 1 0  S c h w a r t z ,  S .  A w a r e n e s s  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  c o n s e q u e n c e s ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
d e n i a l ,  an d  v o l u n t e e r i n g .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  
P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 4 ,  3 0 .  5 7 - 6 3 .
1 1 1  S h e r m a n , S .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  an d  i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o
a t t i t u d e  c h a n g e  u n d e r  d i f f e r e n t  s o c i a l  i n f l u e n c e  t e c h n i q u e s .  
Jo u rn ? '*  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s ' - c h o l o g v . 1 9 7 3 ,  2 6 .  2 3 - 2 9 .
1 1 2  S m it h ,  I .  I m p a c t  o f  c o m p u t e r - a s s i s t e d  i n s t r u c t i o n  o n  s t u d e n t
a t t i t u d e s .  J o u r n a l  o f  E d u c a t i o n a l  P sy c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 3 ,  64, 3 6 6 - 3 7 2 .
1 1 3  S m it h ,  R . C h a n g e s  i n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  l i f e  c r i s i s
r e s o l u t i o n .  J o u r n a l  o f  A b n o r m a l P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 0 ,  75_, 3 2 8 - 3 3 2 .
1 1 4  S n y d e r ,  C . an d  L a r s o n .  G . A f u r t h e r  l o c k  a t  s t u d e n t  a c c e p t a n c e  o f
g e n e r a l  p e r s o n a l i t y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  
C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 2 ,  3 8 ,  3 8 4 - 3 8 8 .
1 1 5  S o s i s ,  R . I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  an d  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s ­
i b i l i t y  o f  a n o t h e r  f o r  a n  a c c i d e n t .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  
S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 4 ,  3 0 . 3 9 3 - 3 9 9 .
1 1 6  S t o n e ,  G. a n d  J a c k s o n ,  T . I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  a s  a d e t e r m i n a n t
o f  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  m o d e l i n g  a n d  i n s t r u c t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  
C o u n s e l i n g  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 5 ,  2 2 ,  2 9 4 - 2 9 8 .
1 1 7  S t r a i t s ,  B .  an d  S e c h r e s t ,  L .  F u r t h e r  s u p p o r t  o f  so m e  f i n d i n g s  a b o u t
t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s m o k e r s  an d  n o n s m o k e r s .  J o u r n a l  o f  
C o n s u l t i n g  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 6 3 ,  2 7 ,  2 8 2 .
1 1 8  S t r a s s b e r g ,  D . R e l a t i o n s h i p s  am ong l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l ,  a n x i e t y ,  a n d
v a l u e d - g o a l  e x p e c t a t i o n s .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 3 ,  3 1 9 .
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1 1 9  S t r a s s b e r g ,  D . a n d  R o b i n s o n ,  J .  R e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f
c o n t r o l  a n d  o t h e r  p e r s o n a l i t y  m e a s u r e s  i n  d r u g  u s e r s .  J o u r n a l  
o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s v c h o l o c r / ,  1 9 7 4 ,  4 2 . 7 4 4 - 7 4 5 .
1 2 0  S u n d b e r g ,  N . ,  R o h i l a ,  P . ,  a n d  T y l e r ,  L . V a l u e s  o f  I n d i a n  a n d
A m e r ic a n  a d o l e s e c e n t s .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  
P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 0 ,  1 6 ,  3 7 4 - 3 9 7 .
1 2 1  T o b a c y k , J . ,  B r o u g h t o n ,  A . ,  a n d  V a u g h t ,  G. E f f e c t s  o f  c o n g r u e n c e -
n o n c o n g r u e n c e  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  f i e l d  d e p e n d e n c e  o n
p e r s o n a l i t y  f u n c t i o n i n g .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 5 ,  8 1 - 8 5 .
1 2 2  T o l o r ,  A . a n d  J a l o w i e c ,  J .  B o d y  b o u n d a r y ,  p a r e n t a l  a t t i t u d e s ,  a n d
i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  e x p e c t a n c y .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  an d  
C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 6 8 ,  32.' 2 0 6 - 2  3 9 .
1 2 3  T o l o r ,  A . a n d  R e z n i k o f f , M. R e l a t i o n  b a t w e e n  i n s i g h t ,  r e p r e s s i o n -
s e n s i t i z a t i o n ,  i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l ,  an d  d e a t h  a n x i e t y .  
J o u r n a l  o f  A b n o rm a 1 P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 6 7 ,  7 2 ,  4 2 6 - 4 3 0 .
1 2 4  T s e n g ,  M. L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a s  a d e t e r m i n a n t  o f  j o b  p r o f i c i e n c y ,
e m p l o y a b i l i t y ,  an d  t r a i n i n g  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  v o c a t i o n a l  r e h a b ­
i l i t a t i o n  c l i e n t s .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o u n s e l i n g  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 0 ,
1 7 ,  . : 3 - - 4 9 1 .
1 2 5  W a l l s ,  R . a n d  M i l l e r ,  J .  D e l a y  o f  g r a t i f i c a t i o n  i n  w e l f a r e  a n d
rehabilitation clients. Journal of Counseling Psychology,
1 9 7 0 ,  1 7 ,  3 8 3 - 3 8 4 .
1 2 6 a , b  W a l l s t o n ,  B . ,  W a l l s t o n ,  K . ,  K a p la n ,  G . , an d  Ma i d e s ,  S .  D e v e lo p m e n t
o f  t h e  H e a l t h  L o c u s  o f  C o n t r o l  (HLC) S c a l e .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g
a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 6 ,  5 8 0 - 5 8 5 .
1 2 7  W a r e h im e , R . a n d  F o u l d s ,  M. P e r c e i v e d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  an d  p e r s o n a l
a d j u s t m e n t .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 1 ,  
3 7 ,  2 5 0 - 2 5 2 .
1 2 8  W e n e r , A . and R eh m , L . D e p r e s s i v e  a f f e c t ;  A t e s t  o f  b e h a v i o r a l
h y p o t h e s e s .  J o u r n a l  o f  A b n o r m a l P s v c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 5 ,  8 4 , 2 2 1 - 2 2 7 .
1 2 9  W e in e r ,  B . ,  H e c k h a u s e n ,  H . ,  M e y e r ,  W .,  a n d  C o o k , R . C a u s a l  a s c r i p ­
t i o n s  a n d  a c h i e v e m e n t  b e h a v i o r :  A c o n c e p t u a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  e f f o r t
a n d  r e a n a l y s i s  o f  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  
S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y , 1 9 7 2 ,  21 , 2 3 9 - 2 4 8 .
1 3 0  W e in e r ,  B .  a n d  K u k la ,  A .  An a t t r i b u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  a c h i e v e m e n t
m o t i v a t i o n .  J o u r n a l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  S o c i a l  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 7 0 ,  
1 5 ,  1 - 2 0 .
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1 3 1  W e i n e r ,  B .  a n d  P o t e p a n ,  P .  P e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a n d  a f f e c t i v e
r e a c t i o n s  t o w a r d  ex a m s o f  s u p e r i o r  a n d  f a i l i n g  c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s .  
J o u r n a 1 o f  E d u c a t i o n a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 0 ,  6 1 ,  1 4 4 - 1 5 1 .
1 3 2  W e i s s ,  H . a n d  S h e r m a n , J .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  a s  a  p r e d i c t o r
o f  t a s k  e f f o r t  a n d  s a t i s f a c t i o n  s u b s e q u e n t  t o  f a i l u r e .  J o u r n a l  
o f  A p p l i e d  P s y c h o l o g y ,  1 9 7 3 ,  1 3 2 - 1 3 6 .
1 3 3  W i l l i a m s ,  C . an d  N i c k e l s ,  J .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  d im e n s io n
a s  r e l a t e d  t o  a c c i d e n t  a n d  s u i c i d e  p r o n e n e s s .  J o u r n a l  o f  
C o n s u l t i n g  an d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 ) 6 9 ,  3 3 .  4 8 5 - 4 9 4 .
1 3 4  W i l l i a m s ,  J .  a n d  S t a c k .  J .  I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  a s  a s i t u a t i o n ­
a l  v a r i a b l e  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  s e e k i n g  b y  N e g r o  s t u d e n t s .  
J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  an d  C l i n i c a l  P s ' ' c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 2 ,  2 2 *  1 8 7 - 1 9 3 .
1 3 5  W o l f e ,  R . P e r c e i v e d  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  p r e d i c t i o n  o f  own a c a d e m ic
p e r f o r m a n c e .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y .  1 9 7 2 ,  
3 8 .  8 0 - 8 3 .
1 3 6  Wo I k ,  S .  S i t u a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t  a s  a m o d e r a t o r  o f  t h e  l o c u s  o f
c o n t r o l - a d j u s t m e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  J o u r n a l  o f  C o n s u l t i n g  a n d  
C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 6 ,  4 4 ,  4 2 0 - 4 2 " ' .
1 3 7  Z y t k o s k e e ,  A . ,  S t r i c k l a n d ,  B . ,  a n d  W a t s o n ,  J .  D e l a y  o f  g r a t i f i c a t i o n
a n d  i n t e r n a l  v e r s u s  e x t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  n m on g  a d o l e s c e n t s  o f  lo w  
s o c i o e c o n o m i c  s t a t u s .  D e v e l o p m e n t a l  P s y c h o l o g y . 1 9 7 1 ,  4 ,  9 3 - 9 8 .
APPENDIX B
QUALITY OF STUDY RATING FORM 
AND
FORM FOR THE EVALUATION OF AN ARTICLE
t i d e  of arelcic
Nam# of T«sea;cher
Quality of Study Racing Fora
Criteria
« m
w
aO
a 01
u
-4 A ofW O o
m Q b
u  u 0 ? 9
O (9 o V 9
H  C V
5
ao
Xu
1. The research profalea or purpose of the study is specified, 
and is sufficiently deliaited so aa to be anenable to Investi­
gation.
2. Hypotheses are testable, are stated in such a aatiner as to 
be subject to espirical verification.
3.-Hypotheses either have an adequate theoretical rationale, 
presented in the article, or act logically derived iron 
specified earlier research.
4. Assumptions that fom a basis for the study are specified, 
and discussed.
5. hethod of sampling and assigcaent procedures are either 
specified or described.
6. Sampling and assignment procedures are adequate for the
purposes of the study
7. Daca-gothering methods or procedures are appropriate for 
testing the hypotheses of the study.
8. Validity and reliability data are reported for all 
instruments utilized.
9. Instuments utilized are adequately valid and reliable.
10.Research design is appropriate for testing the hypotheses oi 
the study.
11.Research design is free of specific weaknesses.
12.Appropriate methods are selected to analyze the data.
13.Conelusions art substantiated by the evidence presented.
14.Genera 1izationr regarding present findings are confined to 
the population frcm which the sample was drawn.
13.Tone of Che report displays an unbiased, impartial sciencif: 
attitude, and both positive and negative results are presented 
and discussed.
16. Liaitacicns and weaknesses of the study are specified and 
discussed.
Rateras détermina cion of the overall level of quality of the 
s t u d y . ___________________________________
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See page 156 of the Handbook in Research and 
Evaluation, by Stephen Isaac and William B. 
Michael, 1971, for Edwin Wandt's Form 
for the Evaluation of an Article
APPENDIX C 
TABLES
108
TABLE A
w COEFFICIENTS FOR RANKINGS OF ITEM-BY-ITPt SCORING CRITERIA
ITEM 1
RESEARCHER
3 
1
4 
2
5
RELIABILITY ASST 1
3 
1
4 
2
5
RELIABILITY ASST 2
3 
1
4 
2
5
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3 
1
4 
2
5
100 % agreement, W » 1.0
RESEARCHER _______
3 3
5 5
4 4
2 2
1 1
100 % agreement, V > 1.0
ITEM 2
RELIABILITY ASST 1 RELIABILITY ASST 2
3 
5
4 
2 
1
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3 
5
4 
2 
1
ITEM 3
RESEARCHER RELIABILITY ASST 1 RELIABILITY ASST 2 RELIABILITY ASST 3
1 1 1 1
5 5 5 5
4 4 4 4
3 3 3 3
2 2 2 2
100 % agreement, W > 1.0
ITEM 4
RESEARCHER RELIABILITY ASST 1 RELIABILITY ASST 2 RELIABILITY ASST 3 E E*
3 3 3 4 13 169
2 2 2 3 9 81
4 4 4 2 14 196
5 5 5 5 20 400-
1 1 1 1 __4_ J±.
60 862
3600
W - 12s ■ 12 (862 - 5 ) - 12 (862-720) - 12 (142) - 1704 - 887
k^ (n^ -n) 16(125-5) 16 (120) 16(120) 1920
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TABLE A (CONT)
XTEM S
RESEARCHER RELIABILITY ASST 1 RELIABILITY ASST 2 RELIABILITY ASST 3 Z
5 S 5 5 20 400
2 2 3 2 9 81
3 3 2 3 11 121
1 1 1 1 4 16
4 4 4 4 16 256
60 874
V - 12(874-7201- 1848 - .962
16 (120) 1920
ITEM 6
RESEARCHER RELIABILITY ASST 1 RELIABILITY ASST 2 RELIABILITY ASST 3 Z I:
2 2 2 2 8 64
4 3 4 4 15 225
1 1 1 1 4 16
5 5 5 5 20 400
3 4 3 3 13 169
60 874
W » 12(874-720) 
16 (120)
1848
1920
- .962
ITÏM 7
RESEARCHER
3 
5 
2 
1
4
RELIABILITY ASST 1
3 
5 
2 
1
4
RELIABILITY ASST 2
3 
5 
2 
I
4
RELIABILITY ASST. 3
3 
5 
2 
1
4
100 % agreement, W » 1,0
RESEARCHER
3 
5 
2 
1
4
RELIABILITY ASST 
2 
5
3 
1
4
* - 12(874-720) - 1848
16 (120) 1920
ITEM 8 
RELIABILITY ASST 2 
3
3 
2 
1
4
- .962
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3 
5 
2 
1
4
11
20
9
4
16
J L
121
400
81
16
256
60 874
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TABLE A (CONT)
RESEARCHER
4 
2 
3
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
4 
3 
2
5 
1
ITEM 9
RELIABILITY ASST 2
4 
3 
2
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST 3
4 
2 
3
5 
1
12(872-720)
16(120)
12(152) 1824
16(120) 1920
.550
ITEM 10
RESEARCHER
3 
5
4 
2 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
5
4 
2 
I
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
5
4 
2 
I
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
5
4 
2 
1
100 % agreement, 1.0
RESEARCHER
3
4 
2 
.5 
1
RELLXBILITY ASST
3 
5 
2
4 
1
XTEH I I
RELIABILITY ASST
3
4 
2
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3
4 
1
5 
2
E E*
12 144
17 289
7 49
19 361
__5_ _25_
60 868
W- 12(868-720)
16(120)
12(148)
16(120)
1776 - .925
1920
ITEM 12
RESEARCHER
3 
2.
4
5 
I
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
2
4
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
2
4
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3 
2
4
5 
1
100 X agreement, V -1.0
I l l
TABLE A (CONT)
HEM 13
RESEARCHER
1
3 
2 
5
4
RELIABILITY ASST 1 
1
3 
2 
5
4
RELIABILITY ASST 
1
3 
2 
5
4
RELIABILITY ASST 
1
3 
2 
5
4
100 X agreement, W • 1.0
HEM 14
RESEARCHER
1
2
4 
3
5
RELIABILITY ASST 1 
1 
2
4 
3
5
RELIABILITY ASST 2
1
2
4 
3
5
RELIABILITY ASST 3 
1 
2
4 
3
5
100 X agreement, W 1.0
RESEARCHER
3
1 
5
2
4
RELIABILHY ASST 1 
2 
1 
5
3
4
HEM 15
RELIABILITY ASST
4 
3
5 
1 
2
12(840-820 - 12(120 
16(120) 16(120)
1440 - .750
RELIABILITY ASST 3
12 144
20 400
14 196
60 840
1920
HEM 16
RESEARCHER
4
2
3
1
5
RELIA ÎILITY ASST 1
4 
2 
3 
1
5
RELIABILITY ASST 
2
4 
3 
1
5
RELIABILITY ASST 3 
5 
2
3 
1
4
12(846-720)
16(120)
12(126) . 
16(120)
1512 - 
1920
.787
RELIABILITY OF SCORING CRITERIA RAHKINGS
Kean V - l.(H-1.0+1.0*.887+.9624..962+l.0.962+.99tl.m..92Sj.1.0+1 .tVt-1 .(H-.7S+.789 - .949
16
112
TABLE B
w COEFFICIENTS FOR RANKdCS OF ITEM-EY-ITEM 
SCORING CRITERIA FOR THE EIGHT ALTERED ITEIS
ITEM 1
RESEARCHER RELIABILITY ASST
3 
1
4 
2
5
RELIABILITY /SST 2
3 
1
4 
2
5
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3 
1
4 
2
5
100 % agreement, W «1.0
ITEM 2
RESEARCHER RELIABILITY ASST
3 
5
4 
2 
1
RELIABILITY JSST
3 
5
4 
2 
1
RELIABILITY ASST 3
3 
5
4 
2 
1
100 % agreemen-, V -1.0
RESEARCHER
2
4 
1
5 
3
RELIABILITY ASST 
2
3 
1 
5
4
HEM 6
RELIABILITY ASST 2
12(874-720) 
U (120)
RELIABILITY ASST 3 
2
3 
I 
5
4
.962
z IL
8 64 
13 169 
4 16 
20 400 
IS 225 
60 874
RESEARCHER
3 
S 
2 
1
4
RELIABILITY ASST 1
3 
5 
2 
1
4
ITEM 8
RELIABILITY ASST 2 
2 
S
3 
1
4
RELIABILITY ASST 3 I Z:
2 10 100
5 20 400
3 10 100
I 4 16
4 _16_ 256
60 872
V - 12(872-720) - 1824 
16(120) 1920
.950
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TABLE B (CONT)
HEM 9
RESEARCHER
4 
2 
3
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
4 
2 
3
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
4 
2 
3
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
4 
2 
3
5 
1
100% agreement, V - 1.0
RESEARCHER
3
4 
2
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
5 
2
4 
1
ITEM 11
RELIABILITY ASST
3
4 
2
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST 3
4
5 
2 
3 
1
I
13 169 
18 324 
8 64 
17 289 
4 16 
60 862
12(862-7201
16(120)
1704
1920
.887
ITEM 12
RESEARCHER
3 
2
4
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
2
4
5 
1
RELIABILITY AS TT 2
3 
2
4
5 
1
RELIABILITY ASST
3 
2
4
5 
1
100 % agreement, W» 1.0
RESEARCHER
4 
2 
3 
1
5
RELIABILITY ASST 1
4 
3 
2 
1
5
ITEM 16
RELIABILITY ASST
4 
2 
3 
I
5
RELIABILITY ASST 3 z Z:
4 16 256
2 9 81
3 11 121
1 4 16
S 20_ 400
60 874
12(874-720)
16(120)
12(154) ■ 1848 - .962
16(120) 1920
RELIABILITY OF SCORING CRITERIA RAHKINGS
Mean W - 1.0+1.0+.962+.95+1.0+.887+1.Of.962 -.970
8
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TABLE C
OVERALL QUALITY OF STUDY RATING:.
STUDY RESEARCHER ASST 1 ASST 2 ASST 3
1 3 2 3 3 2.75
2 4 4 4 3 3.75
3 1 1 2 1 1.25
4 3 1 3 3 2.50
Sa 2 3 2.25
Sb 1 1 2 1 1.25
6 3 4 2 3 3.00
7 4 3 3.75
8 4 4 4 3 3.75
9 1 1 1 1 1.00
10 1 1 1 1 1.00
11 3 4 2 3 3.00
12 1 1 1 1 1.00
13 3 3 2 4 3.00
14 1 1 2 1 1.25
15 4 4 4 3 3.75
16 4 4 4 4 4.00
17 3 1 1 4 2.25
18 4 4 4 4 4.00
19 4 3 4 3.75
20 I 2 3 1.75
21 5 4 4 4 4.25
22 3 2 3 2.50
23a 2 2 2 2.00
23b 3 3 2 4 3.00
24 3 4 3 3 3.25
25 4 4 3 4 3.75
RELIABILITY OF OVERALL RATINGS
tji “ msg _ msy
m«g + (a-1) msy 
M g  ■ n It m -
•-1
M  - 4 (29.9151) 
* 26
M y " Z Z fx* W 1 
M-8
119.6604
26
4.6023
M y  - 31.25 - .3858
81
1^1 *
M g _  (n-1) msy
4.2165
4.6023 - .3858
4.6023 + 3 (.3858)
4.6023 + 3. (.3858)
4.2165
5.7597
- .7321
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TABLE D
ASSIGNMENTS TO CONTENT 
CATEGORIES
STUDY
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21
22
23
24
25
RESEARCHER
Personality
Attribution of Causality 
Psychological Adjustment 
Strategy Preferences & Learning 
Psychological Adjustment 
Interpersonal Percerption & Processes 
Alcbholiso & Drug Abuse 
Information Acquisition & Use 
Self Control of Behavior
Information Acquisition & Use 
Strategy Preferences & Learning 
Psychological Adjustment 
Interpersonal Perception & Processes 
Social Influence Processes
Psychological Adjustment 
Interpersonal Perception & Processes 
Strategy Preferences & Learning 
Job Competence & Satisfaction 
Research on the X-E Scale 
Social Influence Processes 
Behavior & Individual or Group Counseling
Personality 
LC Measurement 
Group Differences 
Group Differences
RELIABILITY ASSISTANT 
Personality
Self Control of Behavior 
Psychological Adjustment 
Academic Achievement 
Psychological Adjustment 
Strategy Preferences & Learning 
Alcoholism & Drug Abuse 
Informantion Acquisition & use 
Self Control of Behavior 
Information Acquisition & Use 
Personality 
Psychological Adjustment 
Personality 
Social Influence Processes 
Personality 
Job Competence & Satisfaction 
Strategy Preferences & I^amirg 
Job Competence & Satisfaction 
Research on the I-E Scale 
Social Influence Processes
Behavior & Individual or 
Group Counseling
Personality 
LC Measurement 
Group Differences 
Group Differences
REIABILITY OF CONTENT CATEGORIES
P. -
K «
.04+.04+.08+.04+.12+.04+.04+.04+.04+.08+.04+.08i-.08 = .76 
.0016+.0016+J0096+.0016+.0192^ .0016+.0032+.0096+.0032+ 0064+ 0016+.0064+.016 
.6784 - .7387
.0816
.76-.0816 
1-.0816 .9184
TABLE E
OVERALL RATINGS, MEAN RATINGS, AND CATEGORY 
PLACEMENTS BY NUMBER OP STUDY
STUDY OVERALL
RATING
MEAN
RATING
SOURCE OF 
. DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES.
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
SELECTED
DESIGN OF I VS. E 
STUDY DETERMINATION
FINDINGS 
POS NEG
1 4 4.07 LC concepts Rotter,Mirel's factors True Exper. Dichotomy 2
2 3.27 Prev. research Alone. Rotter Ex Post Facto Dichotomy 3
3 3 2.69 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Not reported 1 1
4 3.60 LC concepts Rotter Qussl-Exper. Trichotomy 1 1
3 4 3.62 LC Concepts lAR Quasl'Exper. Dichotomy 2
6 3 2.79 LC concepts Rotter Qussl-Exper. Not Appllcabla(KA) 1
7 3 3.62 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA I
8 3 3.08 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 2
9 3 3.13 LC con'ieptB Rottei True Exper. Dichotomy 2
10 3 3.21 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA 2
11 3 3.37 Prev. resesrch alone Jsraes True Exper. Extreme groupa 1 1
12 4 3.64 LC concepts Rotter True Exper. - Dichotomy 2 5
13 3.27 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA 4
14
15
1
4
3.67
3.62
LC theory Nowlckl'Strlcklsnd 
(Adults)
LC concepts Levenson
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto
Extreme groups 
Dichotomy
2
2
16 I 2.60 LC concepts Levenson Ex Post Facto NA 2 2
17 1 3.00 LC concepts Rotter Quasl-Exper. Extreme Scores 1
18 3 3.21 LC concepts Rotter, Mirel's True Exper. Extreme Groups 1
TABLE E (CONT)
OVERALL 
STUDY RATING
MEAN
RATING
SOURCE OF 
DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
SELECTED
DESIGN OF 
STUDY
I VS. E 
DETEHINATION
FINDINGS 
PCS. NEG
19 4 3.56 Could not be determined Rotter True Exper. NA 1
2
21 4
3.14
3.14 
3.21
Prev.research alone 
Prev. research alone 
Did not fit categories
Rotter
Rotter
Rotter
Correlational
Correlational
Correlational
NA
NA
NA
I
1
1
22 4 3.57 Prev. reaearch alone Rotter Correlational NA I
23 • 4 
23b 4
24 3
3.64
3.64 
3.38
LC concepts 
IC concepts 
. LC concepts
Rotter
Rotter
Rotter
True Exper. 
True Exper.
Ex Post facto
NA
NA
Dichotomy
I
1
3 I
25 1 2.77 Prev. research slone Rotter Quasi-Exper. NA I
26 1 3.64 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Dichotomy 1
27 3
28# 1 
28b 1 
29 3
3.46
2.87
2.87 
3.50
Prev. research alone
Did not fit categories 
Did not fit categories 
LC concepts
Nowicki-Stricklsnd
(Adults)
ALOE (Miller)
ALOE (Miller) 
lAR
Ex Post Facto
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Fncto
NA
NA
NA
NA
2
1
1
3 1
30 3 3.00 LC concepts Rotter Qussl-Exper. Not-reported 3
31 . 1 3.27 Did not fit categories Rotter Ex Post Facto Dichotomy 3
32 3 3.53
LC concepts for Hyp 1 
LC concepts for Hyp 2 lAR True Exper. NA 2
33 3 3.53 LC concepts Rotter Qussl-Exper. NA 2 2
34 3 2.85 Prev. research slone Rotter Quasi-Exper. Extreme groups
35 3 2.85 LC theory Researcher's ovn Ex Post Facto NA 1 1
36 1 2.71 Did not fit categories Rotter Ex Post Facto NA I
37 1 3.64 Did not fit categories Rotter Qussl-Exper. Dichotomy 1
TABLE E (CONT)
OVERALL MEAN SOURCE OF MEASUREMENT SCALE DESIGN OF I VS. E FINDINGS
STUDY RATING RATING DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES .. SELECTED STUDY DETERMTNATTnN pns
38 3 2.79 LC theory lAR Qussl-Exper. Extreme groups I Y
39 a 3.80 LC theory Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 1
39 b 1 3.27 LC theory Levenaon Ex Post Facto NA 1
40 3 3.14 LC concepts Rotter Quasi- Exper. Extreme groups 1
41 3 3.07 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 1 1
42 2 3.21 1C concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Trichotomy I 1
43 4 3.54 Prev. reeeerch alone Gruen, Korte,& Ex Post Facto NA 1
Stephens X-B
44 3 3.08 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 1 1
45 3 3.00 LC concepts Rotter Correlational Extreme groups 1
46 4 4.14 LC concepts Rotter True Exper. Trichotomy 2
47 4 3.31 LC theory James True Exper. Extreme groups 2
48 4 3.54 LC concepts Rotter True Exper. Trichotomy 2
49 4 3.29 LC concepts Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy 3 1
SO 3.25 LC concepts Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy 2 4
51 4 4.00 LC concepts IRA True Exper. Trichotomy 1 1
52 1 3.46 LC concepts Rotter, Mirel's True Exper. Trichotomy 3 4
factors
53 4 3.31 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 1
54 1 3.00 Prev. research only James Ex Post Facto NA 3 3
55 3 3.44 Old not £lt cacegorlea Reaearcher'a own Correlational »A 1 1
56 3 2.58 Prev. research alone IRA Ex Post Facto NA I 1
00
TABLE E tCONT)
STUDY
OVERALL
RATING
MEAN
RATING
SOURCE OF 
DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
SELECTED
DESIGN OF 
STUDY
I VS. E
DETERMINATION
PINDINCS 
POS NEG
57 3 2.93 Prev. research alone Rotter Ex Post Facto Trichotomy 1 1
58
59
3
4
3.27
3.36
LC concepts 
LC concepts
Nowickl-Strlckland
(Adults)
Rotter
True Exper. 
True Exper.
Dichotomy 
Extreme groups '
1 1 
1 1
60 4 3.23 LC theory for Hypl LC concepts for Hyp2
Rotter Quasi-Exper. Dichotomy 2
61a
61b
62
4
3
4
3.38
2.92
2.92
LC theory 
LC theory 
LC concepts
Rotter
Rotter
Rotter
Ex Post Facto 
Quasi-Exper. 
Ex Post Facto
Trichotomy
Dichotomy
Dichotomy
1
I 1
63a
63b
64
1
1
1
3.07
3.00
3.21
Prev. research alone 
Prev. research slone 
LC concepts
Rotter
Rotter
Rotter
True Exper. 
True Exper. 
True Exper.
Dichotomy 
Dichotomy 
Extreme groups
1 4
3 3 
3
65a
65b
65c
66
67
4
4
4
3
1
3.92
3.92
3.92 
3.36
2.92
Prev. research alone 
Prev. research alone 
Prev. research alone 
LC concepts 
LC theory
Researcher's ovn 
Researcher's own 
Researcher's own 
Rotter 
Ruoear^hev'r ?*.>u
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto 
Es Poet
Dichotomy
Dichotomy
Dichotomy
Trichotomy
NA
1
1
1
I I 
1 »
68 1 3.47 LC concepts Rotter Quasi-Exper. Dichotomy 4
69 3 2.92 LC concepts 1962 Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 2
70 3 3.14 Prev. research alone Rotter Ex Post Facto Dichotomy 1 1
71 1 3.00 LC theory Levenaon Ex Post Facto NA 5 2
72a
72b
73
3
4 
3
3.71
3.79
3.43
LC theory 
LC theory 
Did not fit categories
Levenaon
Levenaon
Rotter
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto 
Ex Post Facto
NA
NA
Dichotomy
1
1
4 1
74 3 3.47 Prev. research alone James Ex Post facto NA 1
75 1 3.29 Did not fit categories Rotter Correlational NA 1 I
\o
TABLE E (CONT)
STUDY
OVERALL
RATINr.
MEAN
RATINR .
SOURCE OF 
DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
SELECTED
DESIGN OF 
STUDY
I VS. E
DETERMINATION POS
FINDINGS
NEG
76 4 3.43 LC concepte James Ex Post Facto Extreme groups 1
77 1 3.29 Prev. reeeerch Rotter 2n Post Facto NA 1
78 3 3.36 LC concepte Rotter Correlational NA 1 1
79 3 3.00 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups 2 2
60 3 3.21 LC concepts Nowlckl-Strickland Ex Post Facto NA 6 1
(Adult)
81 1 2.93 LC theory Rotter Ex Post Facto NA 1
82, 3 2.86 Could not bo determined Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups 1
82b 3 2.71 Could not be determined Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups 1
83 4 3.33 LC theory Researcher's own Ex Post Facto NA 1 2
84* 3 3.33 LC concepts Attribution measure True Exper. Dichotomy
1
84b 4 3.42 LC Theory Attribution measure Quasi-Exper. Dichotomy I
83 4 4.00 LC theory Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy
1
8 6 2 3.21 LC concepts Stanford Preschool Correlational NA 3
87 1 3.43 LC cuiioepts Ko LlUX' E.. Pest Pcctû
1
88 3 3.36 Prev.research alone Rotter Correlational NA 4
89 4 3.79 Prev. research alone Rotter True Exper. Trichotomy 1 1
9 0 4 3.86 Prev. research alone Rotter True Exper. Not reported 1 1
91 4 3.87 Prev. research Preschool & Primary Correlational NA 1 I
alone Nowlckl-Strickland
9 2 3 3.27 Prev.,research Nowlckl-Strickland Correlational NA 2 1
(both child & Adult form)
93 4 3.54 Could not be de­ Nowlckl-Strickland Correlational NA 2 1
termined (child)
94# 3 3.00 Prev. research alone Rotter, Mlrela Ex Post Facto NA
1
factors
94b 1 2.77 Pref. research alone Rotter Ex Pont Facto
NA 1
TABLE E (CONT)
STUOT
OVERALL
RATING
MEAN
RATING
SOURCE OP 
DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
SELECTED
DESIGN OF 
STUDY
I VS. E 
DETERMINATION
FINDINGS 
OS NEC
95 3 3.14 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Dichotomy 1
96 2 2.92 LC concepts Rotter,Mirel's 
Factors
True Exper. Trichotomy
97 3 2.62 LC concepts Rotter Qussl-Exper. Extreme groups
98 1 2.86 LC theory Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups
99 2 3.36 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups
100 2 3.57 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups 2
ICI 1 3.08 LC concepts Rotter Qussl-Exper. Extreme groups 1
102 4 3.60 LC theory 1962 Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy i
103 4 3.53 LC concepts Levenaon Ex Post Facto Did not fit catégorisa 2
104 4 3.54 LC theory Researcher's own Qussl-Exper. Did not fit catégorisa 1
105 3 3.00 LC concepts 1962 Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy 1
106 3 3.80 LC theory Rotter Correlational Trichotomy
107 5 3.86 LC concepts Rotter True Exper. Trichotomy 1
108 4 3.67 LC conoepts Rotter True Exper. Trichotomy 1
109 4 3.62 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA 2
110 3 3.31 Prev. research slone Rotter Correlational NA
111 1 2.86 LC concepts Rotter Quasi-Exper. Extreme groups
112 1 3.21 Prev. research alone Crandall Qussl-Exper. NA 1
113 3 3.29 LC concepts Rotter Ex Post Facto NA % 2
114 3 2.77 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA 1
N»
TABLE E (CONT)
STUDY
OVERALL
BATIMfi
MEAN 
. RATÎNO
SOURCE DP 
DERIVATION OPHYPOTHESES
MEASUREMENT SCALE
SEI.ECTED
DESIGN OP 
STUDY
I VS. E
DETERMINATION
FINDINGS
POS NEC
115 2 3.07 LC theory Rotter Ex Post Facto Trichotomy 7
116
117
5
1
4.07
2.71
Prev. research alone 
LC concepts
Rotter, Mirel's 
factors 
James
True Exper.
Ex Post Fscto
Extreme groups 
NA
1 1
I
118 4 3.08 LC theory Rotter Correlational Trichotomy 2
119 4 3.29 Prev. research alone Rotter Correlational NA 1 1
120 1 3.36 Prev. research alone Researcher's own Ex Post Facto NA 1 I
121 3 2.67 Prev. research alone Rotter Ex Post Pacto Extreme groups 2
122 2 3.12 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA 1 1
123 3 3.21 LC concepts Rotter Correlational NA 2
124 1 2.71 Prev. research slone Rotter Ex Post Facto Extreme groups 4 5
125 1 2.77 Prev. research slone Rotter Ex Post Facto Dichotomy 1
12&,
126b
127
2
3
3
3.60
3.38
3.20
LC theory Rotter, Health LC Scale 
LC theory Rotter, Health LC Scale 
Prev. research alone Rotter
Ex Post Facto 
True Exper. 
Correlational
Dichotomy 
Not reported 
NA
1
1
1
1
1
128 3 3.21 LC theory Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy 1
129 3 3.00 LC theory Researcher's own Ex Post Facto NA I
130 2 3.00 LC concepts lAR Ex Poat Facto NA 1 1
131 1 2.64 Prev. research alone lAR Ex Post Facto NA 2 3
132
133
3 3.00 LC theory for Hypl Rotter 
LC concepts for Hyps 263 Correlational NA 2(Hi,H2) 1 (Hj)
4 3.64 Prev. research alone Rotter Correlational Trichotomy 2 2
134 3 3.47 LC theory Rotter True Exper. Dichotomy 2 2
TABLE E (CONT)
STUDY
OVERALL
RATING
MEAN
RATING
SOURCE OF
DERIVATION OF HYPOTHESES
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
SELECTED
DESIGN OF
STUDY
I VS. E
DETERMINATION
FINDINGS
POS. NEG
135 2 3.14 LC concepte Batter Ex Fost Facto Trichotomy 1 2
136 2 3.57 LC theory Nowlckl-Strickland Ex Poet Facto NA 2
137 4 3.15 LC concepte Dialer Quoel-Exper. NA 1 1
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APPENDIX D
ITEMS AND SCORING CRITERIA 
FOR QUALITY OF STUDY RATING FORM
12S
ITEMS AND SCORING CRITERIA 
FOR QUALITY OF STUDY RAUNl FORM
1. The research problem or purpose of Che study is specified, and is 
sufficiently delimited as to be amenable to investigation.
Scoring P.ints for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 1:
5 Research problem or purpose of study is clearly identified by the 
language chosen ("the problem of the study was..." or " the purpose of the 
study was..." etc.), and would appear delimited enough to be amenable to 
investigation.
4 Research problem or purpose of study is net clearly identified by the 
language chosen, but Che inference that a scatenent equivalent to one of 
these was intended is fairly easily made,and the problem would appear 
delimited enough to be amenable to investigation
3 Reader has to work pretty hard to figure cat the research problem or 
purpose of the study, but the problem would appear to be amenable to 
investigation.
2 It is questionable whether problem is amenable to investigation.
1 Problem is not amenable to Investigation.
2. Hypotheses are testable, are stated in such a manner as to be subject
to empirical verification.
Scori"» Points for the Five Quality of Sf'idy Rating Levels for Item 2;
5 Subjects' statuses on all independent and dependent variables mentioned 
in the hypotheses are capable of being measured, and hypotheses are clearly 
identified by the language chosen.
4 Subjects' statuses on all independent and dependent variables mentioned 
in the hypotheses are capable of being measured and the language chosen 
makes identification of the hypotheses fairly easy.
3 Subjects' statuses on all independent and dependent variables mentioned 
in the hypotheses are capable of being measured, but the reader has to work
pretty hard to identify the hypotheses of the study.
2 It is questionable whether subjects statuses on all Independent or 
dependent variables mentioned in the hypotheses are capable of being measured.
1 Subjectj' statuses on one or more of the independent or dependent 
variables mentioned in the hypotheses are not capable of being measured.
3. Hypotheses either have an adequate theoretical rationale, presented in 
the article, or are logically derived from specified earlier research.
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 3:
5 Hypotheses are derived from a clearly presented theoretical rationale, 
or from specified earlier research, and no significant gaps in logic are 
apparent in the derivations.
4 Derivation of the hypotheses is lacking somewhat in clarity, but no 
significant gaps in logic are apparent in the derivations.
3 Some significant gaps in logic are apparent in the derivation of the 
hypotheses, but is is reasonably easy to fill them in with one's own 
assumptions and inferences.
2 It is difficult to determine where the hypotheses came from, but it is 
possible to reconstruct some kind of derivation for them.
1 Derivation of the hypotheses cannot be determined.
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4. Researcher's assumptions are specified and discussed. (Do not rate on 
this item if simply cannot determine whether assumptions were, or should 
have been, presented).
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 4:
5 Assissptions involved in the development of the research problem or the
derivation of the hypotheses are specified and discuSsed.
4 Assumptions not directly connected witn the development of the research 
problem or tht. derivation of the hypotheses are specified and discussed.
. 3 Researcher neglects to present and discuss one or more assumptions that
are not directly connected with the development of the research problem or 
the derivation of the hypotheses.
2 Researcher makes some reference to an * ssumption involved in the
development of the research problem or the derivation of Che hypotheses, 
but he fails to clarify how it fits into the liiscussion.
1 Researcher neglects to present and discuss assumptions involved in the
development of the problem or the derivation of the hypotheses.
5. Method of sampling and assignment procedures are either specified or
described. (Correlational studies will not generally involve group 
assignments, and should not, therfore, be pen;ilized for not making reference 
to assignment procedures.)
Scoxing Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 5:
5 Method of sampling and assignment procedures are clearly identified by the
language ciiosen.
4 V'thod of sampling and assignment procedures are not clearly identified
by the language chosen, but it is fairly easy to infer what was done.
3 Reader has to work pretty hard to figu e out what method of sampling
end assignrient procedures consisted of.
2 Information provided is sufficient to figure out what was done with respect
to sampling, but not assignment, or with respect to assignment, but not sampling.
1 Neither method of sampling nor assignment procedures can be determined.
6. Sampling and assignment procedures are adequate for the purposes of the
study. (A) not rate here if could not determine, in the case of ex post facto 
studies, wliat method of smapling consisted of, or, in the case of experimental 
studies, w’lat both method of sampling and assignment procedures consisted of .)
Scoving Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 6:
5 Experimental research only; Subjects were randomly selected, then randomly
assigned to treatment groups. Ex post facto research only : Subjects were
randomly selected.
4 Experimental research only: Lack of random sampling, but subjects were
randomly assigned to treatment groups.
3 Ex post facto research only ; Lack of random sampling, but, procedures utilized
would not appear to have introduced significant selection biases. Experimental
research only: Lack of both random sampling and random assignment but other 
reasonably adequate procedures for insuring the initial equation of 
experimental and control groups were utilized.
2 Ex post facto research only; Sample was composed of volunteers.
1 Experimental research only: Lack of both random sampling and random
assignment, in the absence of other adequate procedures for insuring the 
initial equation of experimental and control groups.
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7. DaCa-gaCherlng methods or procedures are appropriate for testing the 
hypotheses of the study.
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 7;
5 The methods or procedures selected appear ideally suited for obtaining 
the data needed.
4 The methods or procedures selected may not be the best available, but
they can do a good job of obtaining the data needed.
3 The methods or procedures selected are adequate, nothing more.
2 It is questionable whether the data needed can be obtained through the 
methods or procedures selected.
1 The data needed cannot be obtained through the methods or procedures selected.
8. Validity and reliability data are repor:ed for all instruments utilized. 
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Itudy Racing Levels for Item 8:
5 Reliability coefficients are reported, jnd information regarding 
validity provided, for all instruments utilized.
4 Reliability coefficients are reported for all instruments utilized.
Information regarding validity may or may not oe provided.
3 Reliability coefficients are reported for some, but not all instruments 
utilized, or summations of reliability finding ; are provided. Information 
regarding validity may or may not be provided.
2 Researcher neither reports reliability coefficients, nor provides 
summations of reliability findings, but he doe;i specifically tell the reader 
where to locate them. ( An unexplained reference following an identification 
of the instrument is insufficient; the researcher must specifically tell the 
reader tIi=L validity and/or reliability data may be found in the reference
in question) or.researcher provides infomatioi regarding validity findings only.
1 Researcher neither reports nor provides summations of reliability 
findings, nor does he specifically tell the reader where to locate them himself.
9. Instruments utilized are adequately valid and reliable. (Do not rate 
on this item when reliability information was lot provided.)
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Stiidy Rating Levels for Item 9:
5 All reliability coefficients reported ware in the .80's or above. Such 
validity findings as were reported were generally supportive of the 
validity of the instrument.
4 All reliability coefficients reported were in the 70*s or above.
Such validity findings as were reported were generally supportive of the 
validity of the instrument.
3 All reliability coefficients reported were in the 60's or above, or, 
reliability findings were described as favorable, though no reliability 
coefficients were provided. Such validity findings as were reported were 
generally supportive of the validity of the instrument.
2 Suszaaries of validity and/or reliability studies indicated that 
findings were equivocal.
1 Some of the reliability coefficients reported were in the .50's or below, or. 
summaries of validity and/or reliability studies indicated that findings
were generally negative.
10. Research design is appropriate for testing the hypotherses of the study
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 10:
5 The research design chosen appears ideally suited for obtaining the 
data needed.
- 4 The research design chosen may not be the best availiable, but it can do
a good Job of obtaining the data needed.
3 The research design chosen is adequate, nothing more.
2 It is questionable whether the data needed can be obtained by the
research design chosen.
 ^ The data needed cannot be obtained by the research design chosen.
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11. Research design is free of specific vealjiesses. (Refer to Campbell and 
Stanley handout, attached, for explication of the biases referred to, below.)
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 11:
5 None of the validity threats identified by Campbell and Stanley are 
present, or, only difficulties related to the reactive effects of the 
experimental arrangements or multiple treatment interference is present.
4 Or. experimental mortality difficulties are present, but there is evidence
that they were adequately controlled for,biases resulting from pre-testing 
history, or maturation are present, but a control group vas used, or, for 
experimental research only, potential selection biases due to lack of 
random sampling are present, but these vere controlled for by the 
researcher's randomly assigning subjects to treatment groups*
3 Biases due to instrumentation or exper it :ental mortality difficulties
are present, or, for ex post facto research only,where random sampling 
vas not employed, procedures that were utilized would not appear to have 
introduced significant selection biases, or, for experimental research only, 
potential selection biases due to lack of both random sampling and random 
assignment are present, but other reasonably adrquate procedures for ensuring 
the initial equation of experimental and control, groups were applied.
2 Biases resulting from pre-testing, history,or maturation are present
and, no control group was used, or for ex post facto research only,potential 
selection biases due to reliance on volunteer : objects are present.
1 For experimental research only: Selection biases due to lack of 
random sampling are present, and, it is clear that there was a lack of random 
assignment to treatment groups, plus an absence of other adequate procedures 
for insuring the initial equation of experimeu.*:al and control groups.
12. Appropriate methods are selected to analyze the data.
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 12:
^ Methods selected appear ideally suited Jor testing the relationships
hypothesized, and, no unacceptable methods were used anywhere in the analysis.
Methods selected can do à good job of testing the relationships 
hypothesized, ai^, no unacceptable methods were used anywhere in the analysis.
^ Methods selected are adequate, nothing nore, and, no unacceptable 
methods were used anywhere in the analysis.
^ It is questionable whether the methods selected can do an adequate job of 
testing the :elationships hypothesized, or, unacceptable methods, (to 
include multi pie t's, the Duncan Multiple Range Test, and multiple F's used to conduct 
pairwise comparisons) were used in the analysis, but were not used to analyze 
data involved in the tests of the hypotheses.**
It is clear that the methods selected cannot do an adequate job of 
testing the relationships hypothesized, or, unacceptable methods were used to 
analyze data involved in the tests of the hypotheses.
* In cases where it cannot be determined what method of sampling and/or 
assignment procedures consisted of, the researcher must be given the benefit of the 
doubt. Ex post facto and correlational studies should be treated in a like manner, 
with respect to discriminations between rankings of 3 and 2.
** Some qualification of this statement is necessary:The three methods referred to here 
are to be considered unacceptable whenever the significance levels claimed by the 
researcher multiplied by the number of pairwise comparisons made by one of these 
methods exceeds.10. As long as this product does not exceed .10 the methods are to 
be considered acceptable, and thus not penalized. Planned orthogonal comparisons 
utilizing t and F statistics are exempted from these guidelines as they do not 
result in unacceptable increases in alpha.
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13. Conclusions are substantiated by the evidence presented. (A distinction 
should be drawn here between speculative statements and conclusions. This item 
is concerned only with conclusions.)
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 13:
5 It is clear that all conclusions made by the researcher are substantiated 
by the evidence presented.
4 It wauld appear that all conclusions made by the researcher are substantiated 
by the evidence presented.
3 It i) questionable whether all conclusions made by the researcher are 
substantiated by the evidence presented, but it is difficult to decide one way 
or the other.
2 It viuld appear that one or more conclusions made by the researcher is not 
substantiate d by the evidence presented.
1 It i: clear that one or more conclusions made by the researcher is not 
substantiate d by the evidence presented.
14. Generalizations regarding present findings are confined to the population 
from which the sample was drawn, (don't worry, here, about over-inclusive 
description; ; penalize here only when present findings are generalized beyond the 
population from which they were obtained)
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 14:
5 Researcher stuck strictly to the population from which his sample was 
obtained, retaining all relevant qua lifers regarding the sample and 
population: "The present findings indicate Chat externally-oriented 
undergraduates..."
4 Restircher extended beyond his population some (though he stayed within 
the immediately superordinate population), but, he did qualify his generalization 
with speeult tive language: "The present findngs suggest that externally- 
oriented CO/.lege students..."
3 Researcher extended beyond the immediately superordinate population, but, 
he did qualify his generalization with speculative language: "The present 
findings sui;gest that externals..."
2 Researcher extended beyond his population some (though he stayed within 
the immediately superordinate population), and, failed, at the same time, to 
qualify his generalization with speculative language: "The present findings 
Indicate that externally-oriented college students..."
1 Researcher extended beyond the immediately superordinate population, 
and, failed, at the same time, to qualify his generalization with 
speculative language: "The present findings indicate that externals.."
15. Tone of the report displays an unbiased. Impartial scientific attitude, 
and both positive and negative results are presented and discussed.
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for Item 15:
5 Tone of the report is clearly unbiased and impartial, or, negative 
results are presented in the text and discussed.
4 Tone of the report is not clearly unbiased or impartial, but the reader 
is able to decide, without any great difficulty, that such, in fact, is the 
case.
3 Reader has to work pretty hard to decide whether or not the tone of the 
report is unbiased and Impartial, £r, negative results are presented in the 
text, but are not discussed.
2 Tone of the report is not clearly biased and partial, but the reader
Is able to decide, without any great difficulty, that such, in fact, is the case.
3 Tone of the report is clearly biased and partial,or, negative results 
are presented in the tables, but are totally neglected in the text.
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16. Limitations and weaknesses of the study are specified and discussed.
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Racing Levels for Item 16:
5 All limitations and weaknesses that the reader perceives (save for
certain design and statistical deficiencies which, we might assume, the 
researcher was unaware of ) are presented and discussed.
4 Some limitations and weaknesses of the study are presented and discussed.
The researcher may or may not neglect to mention one or more limitations or 
weaknesses tdiich Che reader considers fairly minor, and which the reader believes 
one could reasonably expect the researcher to be aware of.
3 Researcher mentions one or more limitations or weaknesses, but, then,
in the reader's opinion, he illegitimately explains them away, or, fails 
to discuss them.
2 Researcher neglects to mention one or more limitations or weaknesses
which the reader considers fairly important, ani lAich the reader believes one
could reasonably expect the researcher to be aware of.
1 Ho mention is made of any limitations or weaknesses of the study.
Rater's determination of the overall level of quality of the study
Scoring Points for the Five Quality of Study Rating Levels for the 
Overall Rating:
q Minimal standards: If an experimental study. If had both random sampling
and random assignment; if an ex post facto study, it had random sampling, (in 
each case, it received a 5 on item 6), and, whether experimental or ex post 
facto, all reliability coefficients reported were in the .80's or above (received a
on item 9 if scored), and, nothing beyond the reactive effects of the
experimental arrangements or multiple treatment interference appeared as 
validity threats (received a 5 on item 11), and, the reseach problem was 
considered amenable to investigation, data needed to test hypotheses could be 
obtained through methods selected and design chosen,and methods of data-analysis 
selected were adequate for testing the relationships hypothesized, with no 
unacceptable methods being used anywhere in the analysis (received at least 
a 3 on each of items 1,2,7,10,and 12).
4 The study did not meet all minimal standards for an overall 5, but a 
good study, nonetheless- it received a preponderance of 4's and 5's, and few I's 
or 2's, and, the latter appeared only on the less critical items (items 3,4,5, 
8,and 13 through 16).
3 Ratings of 4 and 5 were not in the majority, or, where a majority of 4's 
and 5's was oresent, they were offset by a sizable number of I's and 2's, 
or by a 2 on a critical item (though there were no I's on the critical items, 
items 1,2,6,7, and 9 through 12), or,there was a sizable number of 3 ratings. 
Simply, in many ways, a mediocre, not really good, not really bad, study.
^ Something less than mediocre. Some pretty serious flaws were present, 
even though it didn't quite receive any I's on any of the critical items.
Some serious flaws, and not a whole lot to offset them. Or, received more than 
one 2 on a critical item, irregardless of how much there was to offset them.
 ^ Unacceptable mctnods were used to analyze the data involved in the test 
of the hypotheses (received a 1 on item 12), or, for experimental studies only, 
there was a lack of both random sampling and random assignment (received I's on 
items 6 and 11), or, there were indications that the validity and/or reliability 
of one or more of the instruments utilized was unacceptable (received a 1 on 
item 9), or, there were indications that either the research problem was not 
amenable to investigation, the hypotheses were not testable, or the data needed 
to test the hypotheses could not be obtained through the methods selected 
or research design chosen (received a 1 on either item 1,2,7, or 10).
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CAMPBELL AKD STANLEY THREATS TO D.TERXAL AND EXTERNAL VALIDITY
Threats to lateznal Validity
The following eight extraneous variables, if not controlled in the 
experimental design, might produce effects confounded with the experimental 
effects, thus making it impossible to unambiguously attribute results 
observed to the factors manipulated.
1. History: chose specific events ^ich occur between successive 
measurements other than Che experimental variables. Example: A high school 
English experiment,run during the month of March, involves more Chan one 
high school. One of the schools goes to the state basketball tournament.
What does this do to the comparability of results from the several schools?
2. Maturation: those factors which occur naturally with the passage of 
time, such as growing older, growing hungrier, becoming tired, etc. Example:
A Phys. Ed. teacher proposes to measure the effectiveness of a new 
calesthenics program by comparing the strength of his students at the 
beginning of the semester with their strength at the end. No control group 
is used.
3. Testing; often taking a pre-test will result in improved performance
on post-test regardless of the intervening activity.
4. Instrumenta tien: changes in the procedure for collecting responses, 
either due co changes in the calibration of the instrument, changes occuring 
within observers or judges, or changes to different observers or judges.
Example: One is comparing the relative amount of freedom within a classroom, 
first under one teaching approach and then under a second. The observer 
makes daily observations under the first condition, but becomes ill at the 
time of the switch to the second treatment. A new observer finishes the job.
5. Statistical regression: subjects whose scores are high on a pre-test
will tend to have lower scores on a retest while those scoring low will
tend to have higher scores on a retest.
6. Biases due to differential selection: Example: A classic English
experiment (about 1930) attempted to assess the value of having every school 
child drink a pint of milk per day. Teachers vere left with some prerogative 
as to who should receive the milk. A greater proportion of under-fed lower 
class children ended up in the experimental group with disastrous results to 
the interpretability of the experimental results.
7. Experimental mortality:differential loss of respondants from the 
comparison groups. Example: two approaches to teaching high school bookkeeping 
are to be compared. One approach proves much more frustrating to poorer students 
than the other, causing many of these poorer students to request to drop the course 
before the end of the experimental period. This would leave a group in one group 
that was, on the average, more able than the other.
^Campbell, Donald T., and Stanley, Julian C. Experimental and quasi-experlmental 
designs for research. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1966
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8. Interaction of selection with ocher factors; When one Is forced to 
use groups «diich have not been selected by ar appropriate random process, 
even though one may have considerable assurance that the groups may be 
relatively equal at the beginning of an experiment, factors which resulted in 
the particular composition of the groups may cause differential effects 
independent of the treatments. Example: a foreign language teacher decides 
to compare two approaches to teaching Spainish by trying one on her first 
period class and the other on her second period class. While no grouping 
is consciously practiced in assigning students to Spanish class, it is 
practiced in math and the best math class meets second period. Result is 
that all best math students who take Spanish are assigned to first period 
class. If first class does better, is is due to the teaching method or to 
a disproportions te share of able students?
Threats to External Validity
Those factors discussed by Campbell and Stanley which might jeopardize 
the external validity or representativeness of an experiment are:
9. Reactive or Interaction effect of testing : Pre-test may cause 
subjects ta react differently to the experimental treatments than a 
population of subjects who had not been pretested. Example : One is 
interested in trying to change students' attitudes toward minority groups.
A pre-tii^ t is deemed necessary to determine '.£ change takes place. However, 
having had the pre-test makes subjects more aware of the later, subtle, 
attempts to change attitudes than they would have been without pretest.
10. Interaction effects off selection biases and the experimental variable.
11. Reactive effects of experimental ariangements: Experimental settings 
may be so artificial or have so much effect as to preclude any generalization 
to persons exposed to the variable in non-experimental situations.
12. Multiple-treatment interference: When some subjects receive more that 
one treatment, prior treatments may have an effect on later treatments, since 
prior treatments are usually not erasable.
APPENDIX E
CONTENT CATEGORIES AND ASSIŒMENT CRITERIA
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Content categories and assignment criteria
1 .  L o c u s  o f  C o n t r o l  M e a s u r e m e n t  -  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f ,  
a n d  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y  a n d  v a l i d i t y  d a t a  
c o n c e r n i n g ,  n e w  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  s c a l e s .
2 .  A t t r i b u t i o n  o f  C a u s a l i t v  -  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s . ' . o i l i t y  
or c a u s a l i t y  f o r  a c t i o n s  a n d  o u t c o m e s .
3 .  A c a d e m ic  A c h ie v e m e n t  -  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  
c o n t r o l  a n d  a c a d e m ic  b e h a v i o r  a n d  o u t c o m e s ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  a c h ie v e m e n t  m o t i v a t i o n ;  
r e s p o n s e s  t o  a c a d e m ic  s u c c e s s  a n d  f a i l u r e ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  v a r i o u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a n d  
f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  a c a d e m ic  e n v i r o n m e n t .
4.  S o c i a l  I n f l u e n c e  P r o c e s s e s  -  r e s p o n s e s  t o  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
m a n i p u l a t i o n  a n d  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  t o  r .n c lu d e  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  
f r e e d o m  o f  c h o i c e ,  a n d  a t t e m p t s  t o  e f f e c t  c h a n g e s  i n  
o p i n i o n s ,  v a l u e s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  a n d  p r e f e r e n c e s ,  a n d  b e h a v i o r s  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h e s e .
5 .  A l c o h o l i s m  a n d  D r u g  A b u s e  -  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  
c o n t r o l  a n d  a l c o h o l  o r  d r u g  u s e ;  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  b e h a v i o r ,  
a n d  r e s p o n s e s  o f  t h o s e  w h o  a b u s e  c l c o h o l  a n d  d r u g s ,  t o  
i n c l u d e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  a t t e m p t s  t o  i n f l u e n c e  s u c h  b e h a v i o r .
6 .  P s y c h o l o g i c a l  A d j u s t m e n t  -  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  
o f  t h e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  m a l a d j u s t e d ,  e x c l u s i v e  o f  t h o s e  
i n d i v i d u a l s  m o s t  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  d e s c r i b e d  a s  a b u s e r s  o f  
a l c o h o l  o r  d r u g s ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  
f a c t o r s  t h o u g h t  t o  p r o d u c e  o r  t o  b e  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a d j u s t m e n t  o r  m a l a d j u s t m e n t ,  t o  i n c l u d e  r e s p o n s e s  
t o  s t r e s s  a n d  o t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  l i f e  e v e n t s .
7 .  B e h a v io r  a n d I n d i v i d u a l  o r  G ro u p  C o u n s e l i n g  -  t h e
p s y c h o t h e ^ r a p e u t i c  p r o c e s s ;  r e s p o n s e s  t o  v a r i o u s  p s y c h o t h e r a p e u t i c  
a p p r o a c h e s  a n d  t e c h n i q u e s .
8 .  S e l f  C o n t r o l  o f  B e h a v i o r  -  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  
c o n t r o l  a n d  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s  m o d e r a t io n  o f ,  e x e r c i s e  o f  
d i s c i p l i n e  o v e r ,  h i s  own b e h a v i o r ,  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  
o f  t h e  a u t o n o m i c  n e r v o u s  s y s t e m .
9 .  S t r a t e g y  P r e f e r e n c e s  a n d  L e a r n i n g  -  s t r a t e g i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  
t a s k  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  c h o i c e  o f  r e i n f o r c e m e n t ;  t h e  p r o c e s s
o f  l e a r n i n g ,  a s  o p p o s e d  t o  a c a d e m ic  o u t c o m e s ,  a n d  r e s p o n s e s  
t o  i t ,  t o  i n c l u d e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  n o n - a c a d e m ic  s u c c e s s  a n d  
f a i l u r e ;  n o n - a c a d e m ic  t a s k  p e r f o r m a n c e .
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1 0 .  Interpersonal Perception and Processes - relationship 
betwaen focus of control and interpersonal perception; 
interactional processes, to include perceptions of 
status and or power differentials and responses to these.
1 1 . Job Competence and Satisfaction - relationship between 
locus of control and work performance and satisfaction; 
occupational aspirations and career planning; responses
to vocational counseling and vocational training.
1 2 .  Information Acquisition and Use - the acquisition, 
processing, and use of task or situation -relevant in­
formation and the effects of the use of such information 
on subsequent responses, to include task performance.
1 3 .  Cross-Cultural Comparisons - comparison of locus of 
control orientations across differing national groups.
1 4 .  Re s e a r c h  on  t h e  I - E  S c a l e  -  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  v a l i d i t y ,  a n d  
f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  s c a l e s ;  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  s e l e c t e d  s p e c i f i c  f a c t o r s  a s  p o t e n t i a l  
t h r e a t s  t o  v a l i d i t y  o r  r e l i a b i l i t y .
1 5 .  Social -Political Involvement - political participation 
social-political ideology and activism; reactions or 
responses to sociopolitical events.
1 6 .  G rou p  D i f f e r e n c e s  -  c o m p a r is o n  o f  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  
o r i e n t a t i o n s  o f  d i f f e r i n g  g r o u p s  w i t h i n  a  n a t i o n a l  g r o u p ,  
t o  i n c l u d e  t h o s e  d e f i n e d  b y  a g e ,  s e x ,  r a c e ,  a n d  o t h e r  
p e r s o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  
a n d  s e l e c t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s u c h  g r o u p s ,  w h en  a 
c o m p a r is o n  o f  tw o  o r  m o r e  d i s t i n c t  p o p u l a t i o n s  i s  i n v o l v e d .
1 7 .  P e r s o n a l i t y  -  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  l o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  
a n d  o t h e r  p e r s o n a l i t y  v a r i a b l e s ;  r e s p o n s e s  o f  t h o s e  d i f f e r i n g  
a c r o s s  p e r s o n a l i t y  v a r i a b l e s ,  s a v e  f o r  t h o s e  m o s t  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  
d e s c r i b e d  a s  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  m aW ] u s t e d  o r  a s  a b u s e r s  o f  
a l c o h o l  o r  d r u g s ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  L o c u s  o f  c o n t r o l  a n d  
p e r s o n a l i t y  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  d y n a m ic s ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  
l o c r s  o f  c o n t r o l  an d  s e l f -  p e r c e p t i o n s .
